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INTRODUCTION 
Rapid changes in American agriculture since the turn of the century 
have resulted in greater farm output with less labor and land. A major 
factor in this expanding production has been the technological changes 
incorporated into capital inputs. For various reasons, including favor­
able input prices, farmers have been responsive and have used these new 
techniques as they became available. This substitution of capital for 
labor and land has caused the proportion of the total value of inputs 
represented by labor to drop from about two-thirds a century ago to about 
one-sixth presently. The reverse has been the case for capital. 
This study focused on the declining farm labor situation. In par­
ticular, the full-time farm labor conditions were examined. Employee 
pay packages, turnover, skills, titles, and other employee character­
istics were considered in detail. Employers were questioned regarding 
employer-employee relations and working conditions. Before considering 
the specifics of the full-time farm labor problem area and research done 
by others in the area, important structural changes in U.S. and Iowa 
agriculture will be discussed. These structural changes have had a major 
impact on the agricultural labor setting. 
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BACKGROUND OF AMERICAN AND IOWA AGRICULTURE 
Trends in Fanning 
Trends of farm labor numbers 
After reaching a peak in 1916, the number of farm workers has con­
tinued to decline: n.S. agriculture used 13.4 million workers in 1920, 
11.0 million in 1940 and only 4.5 million in 1970. Table 1 indicates 
that the number of both family and hired workers has declined substan­
tially. Family workers declined from 10.0 million in 1920 to 8.3 
million in 1940 and 3.3 million in 1970. Paralleling this, hired workers 
declined from 3.4 million in 1920 to 2.7 million in 1940 and 1.2 million 
in 1970.^ 
About 30 years ago, nearly one out of every four people in the U.S. 
lived on a farm. Today only 1 out of 20 live on a farm. In 1969, 10.3 
million people lived on farms as compared with 30.5 million in 1940 
(88, p. 114). Even among people living on farms, the proportion engaged 
in off-farm work has been increasing. By April 1969, 44 percent of the 
employed labor force living on farms was working primarily at nonfarm 
jobs. At the same time approximately 35 percent of the workers on farms 
2 
were nonfarm residents. This proportion has been increasing (88, p. 117). 
The 1970 Hired Farm Work Force consisted of 2.5 million different 
persons doing at least some work on farms for cash wages or salary. Of 
^These figures are the average number employed over a given year. 
2 
The employed labor force on farms included only those 16 years or 
older and working at least 15 hours during the survey week. Hence, 
several part-time and seasonal workers would have been excluded. The 
total for 1970 was 3.5 million. 
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Table 1. U.S. farm employment, 1940-1970 * 
Year 
Hired 
(000) 
Family 
(000) 
Total 
(000) 
Percent Hired 
of Total 
1940 2,679 8,300 10,979 24.4 
1941 2,652 8,017 10,669 24.9 
1942 2,555 7,949 10,504 24.3 
1943 2,436 8,010 10,446 23.3 
1944 2,231 7,988 10,219 21.8 
1945 2,119 7,881 10,000 21.2 
1946 2,189 8,106 10,295 21.3 
1947 2,267 8,115 10,382 21.8 
1948 2,337 8,026 10,363 22.6 
1949 2,252 7,712 9,964 22.6 
1950 2,329 7,597 9,926 23.5 
1951 2,236 7,310 9,546 23.4 
1952 2,144 7,005 9,149 23.4 
1953 2,089 6,775 8,864 23.6 
1954 2,060 6,579 8,639 23.8 
1955 2,017 6,347 8,364 24.1 
1956 1,921 5,899 7,820 24.6 
1957 1,895 5,682 7,577 25.0 
1958 1,955 5,570 7,525 26.0 
1959 1,925 5,459 7,384 26.1 
1960 1,869 5,249 7,118 26.3 
1961 1,886 5,104 6,990 27.0 
1962 1,827 4,873 6,700 27.3 
1963 1,782 4,737 6,519 27.3 
1964 1,604 4,506 6,110 26.3 
1965 1,482 4,128 5,610 26.4 
1966 1,360 3,854 5,214 26.1 
1967 1,253 3,650 4,903 25.6 
1968 1,213 3,536 4,749 25.5 
1969 1,174 3,416 4,590 25.6 
1970 1,167 3,319 4,486 26.0 
^Source: (84). 
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these about 1.1 million workers did less than 25 days of farm wage work 
in 1970 (52, p. 1). Workers in the survey of the Hired Farm Work Force 
did about 201 million man-days of work in 1970 -- or about one-fourth of 
the total number of days of labor on all farms. Those working at least 
150 days comprised only 19 percent of all workers but they did 66 percent 
of the total man-days of wage work (52, pp. 3, 4). 
In Iowa, the number of farm workers and farms hiring farm workers 
have been declining in a similar manner, but not as rapidly as for the 
U.S. According to the U.S. Census of Agriculture in 1964 and 1969, Iowa 
farms hiring labor dropped from 131 thousand in 1950 to nearly 75 thou­
sand in 1969 (Table 2). While 24,487 farms hired regular workers (those 
working 150 days or more) in 1950, only 8,847 did so in 1969. Likewise, 
the number of regular workers dropped from 30,013 in 1950 to 12,622 in 
1969 (Table 3).^ 
While the number of farms hiring regular workers and the number of 
regular hired workers have been declining over the last 20 years, the 
difference between the two figures has become more stable in recent years. 
This trend might indicate that most of the farms which have discontinued 
hiring regular workers have been those hiring just one man-unit. 
The percent of farms hiring regular farm workers in Iowa declined 
from 12.1 percent in 1950 to 6.3 percent in 1969. The three percent de­
cline from 1964 to 1969 partially reflects the tight labor picture in the 
late 1960's. 
^Variation in wording of questions and seasons of the year in which 
taken may account for part of their difference. 
Table 2. Iowa farm employment, 1950-1970^ 
Year 
Family 
(000) 
Hired 
(000) 
Total 
(000) 
Percent H 
of Total 
1950 298 48 346 13.9 
1951 291 45 336 13.4 
1952 287 43 330 13.0 
1953 291 45 336 13.4 
1954 284 43 327 13.1 
1955 275 41 316 13.0 
1956 258 37 295 12.5 
1957 256 40 296 13.5 
1958 257 40 297 13.5 
1959 254 39 293 13.3 
1960 252 37 289 12.8 
1961 252 37 289 12.8 
1962 246 42 288 14.6 
1963 243 40 283 14.1 
1964 231 35 266 13.2 
1965 215 33 248 13.3 
1966 202 34 236 14.4 
1967 194 29 223 13.0 
1968 189 28 217 12.9 
1969 187 27 214 12.6 
1970 182 27 209 12.9 
Source; (85). 
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Table 3. Number of farms, number and percent of farms hiring labor. 
and number of regular workers hired for selected years 
Year 
Total 
number 
of 
farms 
Number 
of 
farms 
hiring 
labor 
Number 
of farms 
hiring 
regular 
workers 
Number 
of 
regular 
workers 
Percent 
of farms 
hiring 
regular 
workers 
1950* 203,159 131,307 24,487 30,013 12.1 
1954* 192,933 97,917 16,194 20,208 8.4 
1959* 174,707 92,975 13,319 17,238 7.6 
1964^ 154,165 84,680 14,096 19,937 9.1 
1969^ 140,354 74,808 8,847 12,622 6.3 
^Source; (72). 
^Source: (73). 
Trend of farm labor wages 
The average farm wage rates have generally been increasing over the 
last two decades. Most of the increase has come in the last decade. The 
U.S. hourly wage rates (without room or board) rose from 69 cents in 1950 
to 97 cents in 1960 and $1.64 in 1970 (Table 4). In Iowa, the average 
wage rate rose from 97 cents in 1950 to $1.14 in 1960 and jumped to $1.80 
in 1970. 
For full-time employees in Iowa, monthly rates are more common. In 
1960, the average monthly wage in Iowa was $202 plus a house and extras. 
This increased to $240 in 1965, increased to $327 in 1968 and further in­
creased to $378 in 1970. U<,So monthly farm wages have increased, but 
not as much. In 1960, monthly wages were only $10 higher than the U.S. 
figure; in 1970, it was $50 higher. 
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Table 4. Annual average farm wage rates. Iowa, U.S., 1950-1970 
Iowa United States 
Year Hourly^ 
(dollars) 
Monthly'' 
(dollars) 
Hourly^ 
(dollars) 
Monthly^ 
(dollars) 
1950 .97 132 .69 121 
1951 1.03 147 .77 137 
1952 1.08 159 .81 146 
1953 1.08 163 .82 151 
1954 1.07 163 .81 151 
1955 1.07 166 .82 154 
1956 1.07 170 .86 161 
1957 1.08 177 .88 168 
1958 1.09 184 .92 176 
1959 1.14 194 .95 186 
1960 1.14 202 .97 192 
1961 1.16 205 .99 195 
1962 1.20 213 1.01 200 
1952 1 n n 
1964 1.25 226 1.08 212 
1965 1.27 240 1.14 223 
1966 1.39 272 1.23 243 
1967 1.45 300 1.33 262 
1968 1.52 327 1.44 283 
1969 1.67 358 1.55 307 
1970 1.80 378 1.64 328 
^Source: (85). 
Without room and board. 
c 
With house and extras. 
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Trend of farm labor costs 
With a trend of farm wage rates generally increasing and numbers of 
workers decreasing in the last two decades, total farm wages paid have 
changed little. In 1950, $2,811 million were paid in farm wages in the 
U.S. (Table 5). In 1965, the total was nearly the same at $2,783 million 
and in 1970 it was $3,318 million. In Iowa, total farm wages ranged from 
$80.3 million in 1950 to $59.9 million in 1956. In 1965 the Iowa total 
was $68.4 million and in 1970, it was near the 1950 level at $78.5 mill­
ion. 
Total farm production expenditures have been increasing over the 
last two decadeso As a result, the proportion of these expenditures 
made up of farm wages has been declining. For the U.S., this proportion 
declined from 14.5 percent in 1950 to 10.9 percent in 1960 and 8.1 percent 
in 1970. For Iowa, this proportion declined from 5.8 percent in 1950 to 
3.5 percent in 1960 and 2.5 percent in 1970. 
Labor, of course, is only one factor used in agricultural production. 
Land, capital, and management are important ingredients as well. Trends 
of land and capital inputs will be discussed briefly. Management will be 
discussed in a later section of this chapter. 
Trend of acres, value of land used and farm numbers 
While acreage of land used in agricultural production has shown some 
slight downward trend since World War II, the number of farms has dropped 
much more rapidly. Hence, acreage per farm has expanded (Table 6). The 
acreage of land used for crops in the U.S. declined from 345 million acres 
in 1950 to 297 million acres in 1970. 
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Table 5. Farm production expenditures, farm hired wages, Iowa, U.S., 
1950-1970* 
Year 
Total farm 
production 
expenditures 
(million dollars). 
Farm hired wages 
(million dollars)^ 
Farm hired wages as 
a percent of total 
farm production 
expenditures 
Iowa U.S. Iowa U.S. Iowa U.S. 
1950 1,383.9 19,410 80.3 2,811 5.80 14.5 
1951 1,600.5 22,252 77.9 2,921 4.87 13.1 
1952 1,616.6 22,630 74.9 2,857 4.63 12.6 
1953 1,456.3 21,275 73.8 2,736 5.07 12.9 
1954 1,567.9 21,577 66.2 2,596 4.22 12.0 
1955 1,650.9 21,889 65.1 2,615 3,94 11.9 
1956 1,528.5 22,374 59.9 2,641 3.92 11.8 
1957 1,753.4 23,294 66.8 2,734 3.81 11.7 
1958 1,934.9 25,236 68.6 2,842 3.55 11.3 
1959 2,046.4 26,106 70.5 2,882 3.45 11.0 
1960 1,928.0 26,242 68.2 2,864 3.54 10.9 
1961 2,003.9 27,013 69.0 2,918 3.44 10.8 
1962 2,166.2 28,526 79.7 2,902 3.68 10.2 
1963 2,203.6 29,568 78.1 2,927 3.54 9.9 
1964 2,214.2 29,353 69.4 2,848 3.13 9.7 
1965 2,303.0 30,804 68.4 2,783 2.97 9.0 
1966 2,644.7 33,275 76.3 2,823 2.86 8.5 
1967 2,678.1 34,638 69.7 2,797 2.60 8.1 
1968 2,787.3 36,070 71.6 2,978 2.57 8.3 
1969 2,920.6 38,543 74.1 3,125 2.54 8.1 
1970 3,080.2 40,714 78.5 3,318 2.55 8.1 
^Source; (82, pp. 44-85). 
b 
Excludes Alaska and Hawaii. 
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Table 6. Number and average size of farms. value of land. U.S. and Iowa 
acreage of crops harvested, U.S., 1950 -1970 
Acreage of Number Size Value 1 of land 
crops in U.S. of farms of farms per acre 
(million acres) (thousands) (acres) (dollars) 
Year Iowa U.S. Iowa U.S. Iowa U.S. 
1950 345 206^ 5,648^ 169^ 213^ 161^ 65^ 
1951 344 205^ 5,428^ 170^ 222^ 188^ 75^ 
1952 349 203^ 5,198^ 172^ 232^ 200^ 82^ 
1953 348 200^ 4,984^ 174^ 242^ 194^ 83^^ 
1954 346 197^ 4,798^ 177^ 251^ 192^ 82^ 
1955 340 195^ 4,654^ 179^ 258^ 203^ 85^ 
1956 324 193® 4,514® 181® 265® 209® 90® 
1957 324 191® 4,372® 182® 273® 221® 97® 
1958 324 189® 4,233® 184® 280® 231® 103® 
1959 324 187® 4,105® 186® 288® 248® 111® 
1960 324 183® 3,962® 190® 297® 257® 116® 
1961 303 178® 3,821® 195® 306® 242® 118® 
1962 295 172® 3,685® 202® 315® 251® 124® 
1963 300 167® 3,561® 207® 324® 256® 130® 
1964 301 162® 3,442® 214® 333® 265® 138® 
1965 298 157® 3,340® 220® 342® 279® 146® 
1966 oo c ^53® 
e 3 239 226® 351® 
P 
312 157® 
1967 308 150 3,146® 230® 360® 350® 167® 
1968 303 147® 3,054® 235® 369® 370® 178® 
1969 294 143® 2,971® 241® 378® 389® 187® 
1970^ 297 141® 2,924® 244® 383® 400® 193® 
^Source: (74, p. 7). 
"Source: (86). 
^Source: (87). 
^Source: Sutherland, R. H., U.S. Department of Agriculture, Des 
Moines, Iowa. Data from statistical series. Private communications. 
1972. 
^Source: Clifton, Ivery, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Washington, 
D.C, Data from statistical series. Private communications. 1972, 
^Source: Preliminary. 
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The number of farms in both Iowa and the U.S. declined over the last 
two decades. U.S. farm numbers declined from 5.6 million in 1950 to 2.9 
million in 1970. Iowa farm numbers declined from 206 thousand in 1950 to 
141 thousand in 1970. Consequently, size of farms has increased steadily. 
In 1950, U.S. average farm size was 213 acres as compared with 358 in 1970. 
In Iowa, the average acreage per farm climbed from 169 to 244 during the 
same period. 
While the size of farms has been increasing, the value of farm land 
has been increasing even more rapidly. In the last 15 years the average 
value of Iowa farm land nearly doubled, from $209 to $400 per acre. In 
the same period, the average value of U.S. farm land more than doubled, 
increasing from $90 to $193 per acre. 
Trend of capital inputs 
Capital inputs have substituted directly for land and labor in U.S. 
farm production. For example, chemical fertilizers have been substituted 
for land while larger, more mechanized machines and herbicides have sub­
stituted for labor. Since 1950 the value of nonreal estate physical 
assets on farms has nearly doubled, increasing from $41.3 billion in 
1950 to $78.7 billion in 1970 (Table 7). On a per farm basis the non-
real estate physical assets have nearly quadrupled. The average value of 
these assets per farm was $7.3 thousand in 1950. In 1970, the value had 
increased to $26.9 thousand. The value of farm nonreal estate physical 
assets per dollar of net farm income greatly fluctuated over this period. 
Nevertheless, the ratio increased from 3.02 in 1950 to 4.94 in 1970. 
Farm real estate values increased more rapidly than nonreal estate 
Table 7. Farm assets, farm income, and cash farm expenditures as a percent of cash farm income, U.S., 
1950-1970. 
Nonreal estate^ Farm nonreal Total farm Farm production 
physical assets Total net , estate physical physical assets expenditures as 
Total Per farm fatm income assets per dollar per dollar of a percent of cash 
(million (thousand (million of farm income^ farm income* farm receipts^ 
Year dollars) dollars) dollars) (dollars) (dollars) (percent) 
1950 41.3 7.3 13,673 3.02 8.53 68.2 
1951 48.8 9.0 15,987 3.05 8.47 67.7 
1952 55.3 10.6 15,051 3.67 9.99 69.6 
1953 51.1 10.3 13,088 3.90 11.28 68.6 
1954 49.2 10.3 12,503 3.94 11.53 72.3 
1955 49.4 10.6 11,464 4.31 12.88 74.2 
1956 4 8.7 10.8 11,444 4.26 13.25 73.6 
1957 49.6 11.3 11,325 4.38 14.13 78.4 
1958 51.6 12.2 13,500 3.82 12.41 75.4 
1959 58.6 14.3 11,454 5.12 15.98 77.9 
^Source; 
^Source; 
(81) ,  
(82 ) .  
(86), and (87). 
Table 
Year 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
(continued) 
Nonreal estate 
physical assets 
Total Per farm 
(million (thousand 
dollars) dollars) 
Total net 
farm income 
(million 
dollars) 
Farm nonreal 
estate physical 
assets per dollar 
of farm income 
(dollars) 
Total farm 
physical assets 
per dollar of 
farm income 
(dollars) 
54.7 13.8 12,079 4.53 15.31 
54.3 14.2 12,987 4.18 14.32 
56.6 15.4 13,215 4.28 14.73 
58.3 16.4 13,206 4.41 15.30 
58.6 17.0 12,266 4.78 17.18 
57.8 17.3 14,987 3.86 14.59 
62.9 19.4 16,253 3.87 14.49 
66.3 21.1 14,882 4.46 16.71 
68.8 22.5 14,825 4.64 17.67 
73.5 24.7 16,891 4.35 16.35 
78.7 26.9 15,939 4.94 18.04 
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in the past two decades. As a result, total physical farm assets, per 
dollar of net farm income, trended sharply upward. This ratio was $8.53 
in 1950 and more than doubled to $18.04 in 1970. Hence, in 1970 it took 
about $18 worth of physical assets to generate each dollar of net farm 
income. About $13 of these physical assets represented real estate and 
$5 represented other physical assets. However, capital improvements in 
the form of increased fertility and productivity of the land as well as 
investments in buildings and storage facilities may account for part of 
the increased real estate values. Although it is difficult to measure 
capital and land separately, it appears that capital investments have 
been increasing rapidly over the last two decades and farm income has 
not kept pace. 
The last column of Table 7 points out the increasingly capitalized 
structure of American farming from another angle. Farm production ex­
penditures as a percent of cash farm receipts increased from 68.2 in 
1950 to 83.0 percent in 1970. 
Trend in farm production and input mix 
While the amount of labor and land inputs have declined in farm pro­
duction since 1950, farm output has trended upward. Table 8 indicates 
that the index of farm output has increased from 100 in 1950 to 142 in 
1970 (based on 1950 = 100). The rising index of farm output was made 
possible by technological improvements incorporated in the purchased 
capital inputs and perhaps improved management and resource allocation. 
Other index numbers in the table indicate a sharp drop in farm em­
ployment, a slight decline in cropland and an increase in the use of 
Table 8. Indexes of farm output, selected farm inputs, total farm 
inputs, and niifpiif. ppr unit r.f iT^pnf, IÎ.R . IQSn-IQTna 
(1950 = 100) 
Year 
Farm 
output 
Man-hours 
of farm work 
Cropland 
used for crops 
Real 
estate 
1950 100 100 100 100 
1951 103 101 101 101 
1952 107 96 100 102 
1953 108 92 100 102 
1954 108 88 100 103 
1955 112 85 100 103 
1956 113 80 97 102 
1957 110 73 94 103 
1958 119 70 93 103 
1959 120 68 95 103 
1960 123 65 93 104 
1961 124 62 90 104 
1962 126 59 88 106 
1963 130 57 89 107 
1964 129 54 89 109 
1965 133 51 89 109 
1966 131 49 88 110 
1967 137 48 91 110 
1968 140 46 90 110 
1969 141 45 89 111 
1970 142 44 89 109 
^Source (81, pp. 10-12). 
LOO 
107 
112 
113 
114 
115 
115 
116 
115 
117 
121 
117 
116 
121  
119 
122 
128 
133 
133 
133 
136 
uni 
inpu 
100 
100 
105 
106 
107 
111 
113 
112 
121 
119 
123 
124 
126 
126 
125 
129 
124 
126 
127 
127 
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Fertilizing All other Total 
and liming nonreal farm 
materials estate inputs inputs 
100 100 100 
107 106 103 
118 106 102 
122 107 102 
129 109 101 
132 113 101 
134 119 100 
138 118 98 
143 125 98 
160 131 101 
163 134 100 
172 138 100 
1 Q /. 1 /. T 1 nn 
207 148 103 
228 152 103 
238 153 103 
268 160 106 
300 165 109 
315 169 110 
329 173 111 
340 173 112 
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capital inputs. One category of capital inputs which has sharply in­
creased has been use of fertilizer and liming materials. The use of 
these inputs increased from an index of 100 in 1950 to 340 in 1970. 
As a whole, farm inputs have risen much slower than total output. 
With a base of 100 in 1950, the index of total inputs increased to 112 
in 1970. During the same period, the index of farm output per unit of 
input increased to 127. 
Accompanying the trend of greater output per farm input has been 
increasing size and decreasing numbers of farm production units. As in­
dicated earlier, the number of U.S. farms have nearly halved since 1950, 
while the average farm acreage more than doubled. Table 9 indicates the 
number of farms by classes of farm cash receipts in 1960 and 1970. Be­
tween these years, farm cash receipts increased 52 percent while farm 
numbers decreased 26 percent. However, farms with sales of $40,000 or 
more nearly doubled and units with sales between $20,000 and $40,000 in­
creased 65 percent. Farms with sales of $10,000 or less declined by 42 
percent. In 1970, these smaller units represented 62 percent of the total 
farm but contributed only 10 percent of the cash receipts. In contrast, 
farms with sales of $40,000 or more accounted for only 8 percent of the 
total farms, but produced over half of the total cash receipts. Similarly, 
one-fifth of the farms with sales of $20,000 or more accounted for nearly 
three-fourths of the farm cash receipts in 1970. In Iowa, the number of 
farms with sales of $40,000 or more increased from 11,150 in 1964 to 
23,833 in 1969. Farms with sales between $20,000 and $40,000 increased 
from 29,073 to 34,860 in the same period. Farms with fewer than $20,000 
sales declined from 51,027 to 36,002 (73, p« 1). 
Table 9, Number of fams and total value of cash receipts by sales classes, U.S., 1960 and 1970^ 
Farms with sales of: 
o
 
o
 
o
 
< /> 
1 
more $20,000 to $3^999 $10,000 to $19,999 $10,000 or • less 
Value of Value of Value of Value of 
No. farms cash No. farms cash No. farms cash No. farms cash 
(thousand) receipts (thousand) receipts (thousand) receipts (thousand) receipts 
(million $) (million $ )  (million $) (million p) 
1960 113 11,450 227 6,481 497 7,373 3,125 9,552 
1970 223 27,826 374 11,346 513 8,259 1,814 5,517 
Pe rceiit 
change 
from i960 +97 + 143 +65 +75 +3 +12 -42 -42 
Percent of 
total number 
of farms and 
cash receipts: 
i960 3 33 6 19 12 21 79 27 
1970 8 53 13 21 17 16 62 10 
^Source: (82, pp. 68-71). 
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With farm employment declining and farm output increasing, the num­
ber of persons supplied farm products by one farm worker has been increas­
ing dramatically in the last few decades (Table 10). In 1820, the number 
supplied was only 4.1 persons. In 1900, the number supplied farm products 
per worker had increased slightly to 6.9, However, by 1950 the number had 
doubled to 15.5 and then climbed to 25.8 in 1960. By 1970 the number of 
persons supplied farm products per farm worker had jumped to nearly 48. 
Reasons for Changes in Farm Structure 
Developmental policies 
In American agriculture, public developmental policies have supported 
the trends in farm production. Public policies have had an important role 
in reducing costs and increasing supplies of farm inputs. Programs reflect­
ing these policies include; 1) large supply and low priced land, 2) public 
research and eduction, 3) increased supply and lower costs of farm credit, 
4) investments in irrigation projects and 5) technical as well as monetary 
help in improving farm resources. All except the program to increase the 
supply and reduce the cost of land are still in operation today. 
Public research and education have led to more educated farmers who 
receive farm information via the news media or extension personnel. In­
formation is often secured from research carried out at land grant col­
leges and experiment stations. These institutions were largely created 
with Federal funds and Federal funds are still being utilized. The other 
public developmental programs have also played an important role in the 
rapid structural change witnessed in agriculture. But other important 
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Table 10. Total number of persons supplied farm products by one U.S. 
farmworker, 10-year intervals^ 
Persons supplied 
Year per farm worker 
1820 4.1 
1830 4.0 
1840 3.9 
1850 4.2 
1860 4.5 
1870 5.1 
1880 5.6 
1890 5.8 
1900 6.9 
1910 7.1 
1920 8 . 3  
1930 9.8 
1940 10.7 
1950 1 5 . 5  
1960 25.8 
1970 47.9 
^Source: (81, p. 15). 
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forces have been at work, too. 
Competitive nature of farming and the price-cost "squeeze" 
The competitive pricing system facing farm producers has provided 
incentives to improve production efficiency. As farmers became more 
educated and knowledgeable of new, improved methods and inputs, they 
adopted these readily. Agriculture is the only major industry of pure 
competition in our economy. The farmer is a "price taker" since he can 
sell any amount of product at the available market price (30, p. 24). 
Because many of the new capital improvements tend to increase production 
with the same or even less land and labor, farmer adoption of these have 
stimulated production while depressing prices. However, the first 
adopters have reaped large benefits since their increased volume has had 
little effect on the product price level. 
Partially due to the competitive pricing of farm products, farmers 
have experienced a price-cost "squeeze". One element involved in this 
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growth increased to the point where most people had plenty of food, ex­
panded food output resulted in proportionately lower total revenue from 
the increased output. The price elasticity of demand for food, while 
varying by commodity, has become inelastic overall. 
Cost of farm production is another factor contributing to the cost-
price "squeeze". Farmers have become more and more dependent upon the 
nonfarm economy as indicated by the trend of production expenditures 
per dollar of cash farm receipts. However, prices of these capital in­
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puts purchased from agri-businesses are affected by the demand Levels 
and elasticities of other goods which could be produced instead of 
the farm inputs. For example, cars could be manufactured instead of 
tractors. These agri-businesses appear to be rather competitive but 
not to the extent that they are "price takers" as found in farming. 
With the existence of competitive conditions in farming and the 
resulting "squeeze" on net returns per unit, some farmers have expanded 
output while others have dropped out. Many potential entrants have not 
entered farming. Thus, there exists a trend of fewer farms, larger 
farms and less farm employment. 
Effect of agri-businesses 
As farms have increased in size, demand for capital inputs have in­
creased. Simultaneously, agri-businesses have expanded research, develop­
ment and promotional activities. As a result of the expanded market, farm 
input suppliers have experienced economies of scale and some increased 
competition between firms supplying these inputs. Prices of most inputs 
have still increased as costs of raw materials and labor have increased. 
But, some input prices have declined as their use multiplied. Fertil­
izer and liming materials are examples of the latter. The price index 
of the total outlay for production items increased only 16 percent be­
tween 1950 and 1967 (29, p. 17). 
Another result of agri-businesses' efforts has been the development 
and marketing of machinery and facilities which have increased scale 
economies in farming. Increased economies of scale associated with 
lumpiness or indivisibility of capital inputs have further encouraged 
farm consolidation and specialization of farm activities. Prices of 
23 
land have risen as farmers have expanded to take advantage of scale 
economies. The trend of increasing farm real estate prices has been 
further enhanced by Government programs to take land out of production. 
These programs have been important In reducing income uncertainty in 
farm production and thus encouraging further expansion in farm size. 
Capital substituted for labor 
The technological changes associated with new or improved capital 
inputs have encouraged the substitution of capital for labor in farm pro­
duction. The improved capital inputs result in the marginal productivity 
of capital becoming relatively greater than the marginal productivity of 
labor. Improved mechanical power and equipment substitute directly for 
labor since one person can handle more crops or animals. Capital inputs 
in the form of biological innovation have the same effect, as output per 
acre (or per animal) increases with improved crop varieties, pesticides or 
medicines. Again less labor is needed per unit of output (30, p. 39). 
Another factor encouraging the substition of capital for labor has 
been the changes in relative prices of each. With the prices of capital 
inputs increasing relatively less, farmers have adopted an input mix of 
more capital and less labor. Relative changes in marginal productivities 
and prices of inputs have led not only to a steep decline in farm labor 
employment but also to a decline in the ratio of farm wages to total 
production expenditures. 
The level of economic development has also encouraged the substi­
tution of capital for labor in farming. As farm production contributes 
a smaller proportion to the gross national product and rural living 
24 
becomes more integrated with the rest of society, surplus labor in rural 
areas has become less available at low wage levels. Low unemployment 
levels, unemployment insurance and increasing wages in the nonfarm 
sectors have led to surplus labor being drawn out of farming. These con­
ditions as well as minimum wage legislation have resulted in the sharp 
upward trend in labor prices. 
Results of Changes in Farm Structure 
Farm adjustment problem 
Even though farm employment has dropped and farm wages have risen, 
the level of wages and production per man-hour of farm work was $2.22 in 
1965 as compared with $4.53 per man-hour in the private nonfarm sector 
(83, p. 26). As noted previously, sixty-two percent of the farms produced 
only 10 percent of the total farm cash receipts in 1970. Many workers on 
these were likely underemployed or had off-farm jobs. The immobility of 
labor and certain capital items such as bams and silos has led to low 
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take advantage of the economies of scale in the competitive farming en­
vironment. 
Dr. Earl 0. Heady has stated: 
"While many people have left the industry (farming), not enough 
have done so to bring the returns to labor to the needed level. 
When the outflow of displaced workers is too slow, the backup 
of labor exerts tendencies toward more output, inflated land 
prices, lower income, and depressed returns to labor" (30, p. 100). 
Several factors have contributed to the slow adjustment in labor 
use in farming. One factor has been the relatively higher birth rate in 
rural areas and the associated large number of potential entrants. In 
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1960, it was estimated that there were 177 potential entrants for every 
100 departures from the working age group in rural areas of the U.S. 
For Iowa, there were 145 potential entrants for every 100 departures 
(8, p. 3-4). 
Another reason for the slow mobility of labor from farm areas has 
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been the lack of off-farm job opportunities. Many rural communities 
neither possess the resources nor the determinantion to attract suffi­
cient businesses into the areas. 
Heady has also noted; "The family farm is tied culturally and 
geographically to its occupation" (30, p. 31). Thus, some farm people 
are willing to accept lower incomes even when off-farm opportunities do 
exist. For farm people, changing jobs often necessitates a move to 
another residence. Nonfarm workers have many opportunities to change 
jobs without relocating their residences. 
Lower skilled workers from small, less mechanized units often lack 
adequate skills or training for a different job. Low skills as well as 
other conditions mentioned above hinder labor mobility and cause adjust­
ment in the farm labor resources to be slower than technological progress 
permits. 
Large scale, specialized business units 
As innovations in capital inputs have continued to be adopted, many 
farms have become moderate sized business operations. These farms sharply 
differ from typical farms of the past which were more nearly operated as 
a way of life. As noted in Table 8, 21 percent of the farmers produced 
74 percent of the total cash farm receipts in 1970^ These larger, 
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expanding farm operations have tended to become more specialized. One 
factor has been the increasing capital requirements needed to attain 
greater economies of scale. Indivisibilities associated with larger, 
more complex machinery and equipment have encouraged capital use. 
Needed labor skills have increased and production decisions have become 
more complex as the agri-business sector has continued to introduce 
new farm inputs. Hence, to achieve economies of scale in farm production, 
available capital, labor and management has been concentrated in fewer 
enterprises. 
Another reason for farmers expanding operations and concentrating 
their production efforts in fewer enterprises is the potential pecuniary-
economies of scale. These include discounts for large scale purchases 
of capital inputs and premiums for large scale marketings of products. 
Sundquist has noted that interregional and intraregional production 
changes accompany specialization. For example, cotton has shifted to 
level land in the Delta states and to irrigated land in the West and 
SoLitriwesu. Com production has shifted more co che Com Belt.^ Egg 
production has shifted to the South (69, p. 2, 3). More recently much 
of the cattle feeding has shifted to the Southwest. 
Sundquist also noted that shifts from the North to the South of 
labor intensive agricultural products have occurred because of improved 
employment opportunities and wage rates generally available in the North. 
Also, a second factor underlying the shift in agricultural production 
has been the changes in comparative advantage resulting from increased 
In 1965, 62.7 percent of the com was produced in the Com Belt 
as compared with 47.5 percent in 1950. 
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mechanization. Larger machines which allow economies of scale in pro­
duction are better adapted to level areas of the Com Belt, Delta, 
Plains, and irrigated West (69, p. 4, 5). 
Management has become a very important farm input as assets needed 
per dollar of farm income have increased and purchased inputs have become 
an increasing proportion of the input bundle. Management is of critical 
importance in successfully operating in the competitive, cost-price 
"squeeze" environment of farming. Of course, there are probably low 
level managers who have survived these competitive forces due to appre­
ciating land values or outside sources of funds. 
Management involves both supervision and coordination. Coordination 
is necessary because of change and uncertainty associated with change. 
The coordinating role of a manager includes: 1) formulating ideas or 
expectations, 2) gathering information and reformulating ideas, 3) 
the consequences. If no change and perfect knowledge existed, only one 
plan would be needed and only the supervision role would be necessary. 
However, this is not the case in farming (28, p. 465, 466). 
Johnson and Haver list five broad categories of subject matter which 
farm decision makers must study. These include; 
1) price structure and changes; 
2) production methods and responses (including weather effects); 
3) prospective technological developments; 
28 
4) behavior and capacities of people associated with farm 
businesses; and 
5) the economic, political, and social situations in which a farm 
business operates (44, p. 8-10). 
These categories will be discussed in the following paragraphs. 
Uncertainty associated with changes in many factor and product 
prices have been difficult to reduce due to greater interdependence of the 
farm sector with the nonfarm sector and the economic climate associated 
with it. Inelasticities of demand for most farm products result in pro­
portionately greater fluctuation in price than supply. While larger, 
more specialized farms have generally allowed more favorable factor 
prices, these farm units may experience wider swings in income as product 
prices vary for the fewer enterprises. On these large farms, management 
ability is needed to secure large quantities of purchased inputs at mini­
mum discounted prices. Also, good management is needed to market large 
quantities of output at maximum, premium prices. These potentials were 
nonexistent for the small farmers of the past. 
Large farmers may hedge some of their products on the commodity ex­
changes or they may simply contract part or all of their products to 
buyers prior to production. These alternatives may reduce price un­
certainty but much information must be gathered and important decisions 
made with respect to these contracts. 
Universities and agri-businesses have provided farmers with infor­
mation on alternative production methods and inputs. However, many un­
certainties still remain in the production process due to the potential 
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disasterous effects of weather and disease. Due to these factors, farm 
production plans often must be re-evaluated and modified daily. 
Rapid changes in production technology have increased the manage­
ment input in two ways. First, with the competitive forces at work, 
farmers have become keenly aware of the need to keep up. Progressive 
farmers spend much time gathering and analyzing new production infor­
mation released by universities and agri-businesses. Many have become 
experimenters themselves as they try new or modified ideas. A second 
reason for the greater management input associated with rapid technologi­
cal change is the possibility of new innovations rendering fixed invest­
ments obsolete. 
Knowledge of human behavior and capacities of those working on the 
farm is another important aspect of management, A lack of labor manage­
ment may lead to business failure as well as mental or physical break­
downs. Also the business may suffer losses in profits due to farm 
workers leaving the farm employment during a critical labor period. 
Changing economic, political and social conditions affect manage­
ment, too. Farm program changes as well as expected changes need to be 
studied carefully by decision makers. Even nonparticipants are affected 
by the price effects of the farm programs. Tax structures and rates are 
becoming increasingly important for larger producers. Property taxes 
have been climbing rapidly in most states. These taxes are becoming an 
increasing share of farm costs. Careful study and planning may also 
allow lower income tax payments. Of course, war as well as import and 
export policies have effects on the demand, supply and price of farm 
products. 
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Another farm management area is financing of large farm units. Avail­
ability of credit and flexibility of repayment are important factors 
to large specialized farming operations whose incomes may fluctuate sub­
stantially from year to year. The principle of increasing risks in 
borrowing funds may limit the size of farms and choice of alternative 
enterprises. However, renting or leasing may be used to get around 
some capital limitations or risks. 
Future Changes Expected in Farm Structure 
The future changes in farming will depend upon many factors. Farm 
program changes may speed up or retard the consolidation of farms into 
larger units. Government action or reaction to reduced competitive con­
ditions in marketing or production will be important. Government actions 
involving farm corporations and vertical coordination in farming may be 
significant, too. Technological changes and developments in the area of 
weather and disease could result in a phenomenal increase in the size of 
large production units as daily management needs are greatly reduced. 
Changes in credit policies and programs will be important if the capital 
requirements in farming and the average age of farm producers continue 
to increase. In any event, a key factor will be management unless farm 
production processes can be specified to the extent each farm enterprise 
becomes purely a science rather than a combination of art and science. 
View of other researchers 
Rex Daly, John Dempsey, and Charles Cobb estimated that by 1980, 
there will be 1.9 million farms or about one-half of the number in 1960. 
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They estimated there would be substantial growth in farms wtih sales of 
$100,000 or more. These farms were expected to compose five percent of 
the total number but market over one-half of the farm products. The labor 
force would number 2.5 million by 1980 which would mean a decline of 
slightly over one-third of the average in 1967 to 1969 (80, p. 5). 
Blase has indicated that the structure of farming will become more 
enterprise specific. He points out three primary causal factors. These 
include; 1) changes in markets, 2) changes in technology, and 3) changes 
in institutions. He expects greater interdependence of input suppliers, 
farmers and processors. A market power struggle will likely result 
from higher risks of larger, specialized farms as well as dissatisfaction 
of traditional markets where quality control is difficult and cost-price 
"squeeze" can be severe. Biological as well as mechanical developments 
will encourage greater concentration and specialization of production. 
Institutional forces may have both positive and negative effects on farm 
size. Pollution control and credit policies may be two of the more im­
portant institutional factors (6, p. 2-6). 
Breimyer has suggested that the family farm firm is dual in the 
sense that it represents both a goal as well as an institutional structure. 
Thus, both cultural as well as technological considerations are important 
in analyzing the family farm. Consideration needs to be given to both 
economic factors and socio-political factors such as land programs and 
the status of tillers of the soil (10, p. 1-4). 
Raup points out that technological developments ha/e brought about 
bulk handling of more standardized products. The shifting from batch-
type to flow-type activities in farming has occurred. Some examples 
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include poultry, egg, beef feeding and chemical weed control. This has 
happened in other areas. Medical centers have been replacing family 
doctors, chain stores have been replacing corner drug stores and line of 
credit arrangements have been replacing bank loans (57, p. 105, 106). 
Raup further notes two important dimensions of agricultural pro­
duction which affect the organization and structure of farm firms. De­
pendence on weather is a dimension which necessitates daily changes in 
decisions. A second dimension includes the structure of ownership rights 
in land. In addition to profit, appreciation of land values provides 
incentives in farm decisions. Also there are several positive non­
monetary factors in the welfare function of rural people. Crime, con­
gestion and pollution in urban areas result in negative nonmonetary 
rewards for urban residents or employees. The urban dweller has a 
greater proportion of his stock variables converted to monetary rewards 
or flows but it is difficult to compare total wealth (monetary plus non­
monetary factors). 
Heady has suggested that while the average size of the family farm 
is increasing, the family farm is not becoming less important. In the 
future, fewer but larger family farms will be the dominant structure in 
agriculture. Heady further states: 
"There is a myth that family farms will disappear.....It is true, 
economic development, which has lowered the price of capital and 
caused it to be substituted for labor has given rise to some im­
portant scale economies in agriculture. Larger farms are required 
to spread the fixed costs and give efficient use of modem machines 
and equipment....Mainly, however, once a farm size is expanded to 
allow efficient use of a modem set of machines, there is small 
advantage to larger units that simply duplicate the equipment. A 
farm family can usually handle a modern set of machinery and 
realize its main scale economies" (30, p. 17, 18). 
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Bachman has suggested that the increasing size of farm and required 
investments has resulted in farming becoming an hereditary industry. New 
farmers will be sons or other close relatives of present farm operators 
(3, p. 3). 
Schuh has noted that the changing age structure of our agricultural 
labor force is perhaps the major structural change in terms of demographic 
characteristics. The situation is becoming of increasing concern to both 
researchers and policy makers. Cohart analyses has been used to study 
changes in age groups. He considered a study by Clawson which showed a 
reduced entry into the lower age group of farmers. Withdrawal rates among 
age groups had minimal effects. This has led to considerable aging of the 
farm operators and will lead to more aging in the future (63, pp. 31, 34). 
In summarizing these views, conflicting forces are at work in deter­
mining the future structure of farming. Technological and marketing 
developments will probably encourage larger, more specialized farms. 
Also, increasing capital needs to achieve economies of scale in production 
and marketing as well as the aging of farm operators point to larger units. 
Larger family farms will probably be a dominant force in future farm pro­
duction. Both economic factors in production as well as socio-political 
factors could work together in maintaining the large family farm units. 
However, some economies of scale in marketing as well as economies of 
scale in the production of some farm products may encourage other busi­
nesses to enter farm production. 
Blase has suggested the following patterns of farming in the Com 
Belt in the next two decades: 1) highly commercialized, specialized 
farms, 2) family farms, and 3) part-time farms with nonfarm employment 
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for operators or semi-retirement. Highly commercialized, specialized 
farms would exist in the areas of beef feeding, hog production, and 
some corn-grain sorghum production areas. Some additional speciali­
zation in dairying is likely, too. Family farms would be highly com­
mercialized, specialized farms but they would handle mainly comple­
mentary enterprises such as soybeans, wheat, cotton and beef cow-calf 
operations (6, p. 17-20). 
Assumptions made in formulating the study 
For the purpose of this study it was assumed that competitive con­
ditions would continue in farming and technological developments would 
lead to greater economies of scale for larger farm units. Management 
and labor skills will become increasingly important in the profitable 
operation of the larger, more specialized farms. Labor needs on the 
larger expanding farm units will continue to increase even though labor 
use will continue to decline in the farm industry as a whole. 
As favr.s approach sales of $&0;000 or more; a greater proportion 
of the labor will be hired labor and family labor will become a declin­
ing component. However, greater competition among farm and nonfarm em­
ployers for skilled farm employees was also expected (80, p. 177). It 
was also recognized that problems in hiring labor could encourage 
family farm units to combine resources to achieve greater economies of 
scale. 
In view of these expected developments in farming, this study was 
launched to examine the farm labor situation on larger farms. 
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PROBLEM SETTING 
Paradox of Farm Labor 
With the declining number of farms and the rapid adoption of new 
Labor saving innovations on many Iowa farms, a surplus of farm workers 
could be expected. However, the large number of job orders with the 
Iowa State Employment Security Commission offices in the late I960's 
suggested a shortage of farm workers. This apparent contradiction is 
the focus of this study. 
Change in input mix 
Three basic factors go into the U.S. farm product; land, labor and 
capital. However, the proportion and relative importance of these have 
changed. With the substitution of capital for labor in the last several 
decades, the proportion of labor inputs has steadily declined. A century 
ago the proportion of these inputs, computed on the basis of total value, 
was about as follows: capital, 17 percent; land, 18 percent; and labor, 
65 percent. The capital inputs at that time were largely farm-raised 
work stock, home grown seeds, feeds and animals, and a few tools and im­
plements which were rather primitive by today's available selection. 
Land was much less expensive in those days, and on a rental basis, rep­
resented a small proportion of total annual inputs. The majority of 
the population was rural and labor was by far the dominant resource in 
terms of total value of inputs. 
Today, the input mix in farming is drastically different. The pro­
portion of these inputs is about as follows: capital, 68 percent; land, 
36 
14 percent; and labor, 18 percent. With the farm population making up 
less than 5 percent of the U.S. population, labor has dropped to less 
than 20 percent of the input mix in farming. Capital has become the dom­
inant resource in terms of total annual value of inputs. Agri-businesses 
produce most of the modem capital inputs which include high yielding 
seeds, fertilizers, insecticides, machinery, petroleum products, feed 
storage and handling facilities, and other mechanized equipment. 
A new kind of labor 
Even though labor has declined as a proportion of total inputs, its 
productivity has greatly increased. The index of output per man-hour 
increased from 100 in 1950 to 323 in 1970 (81, p. 12). The properties 
of this productive labor has changed significantly from a half century 
back. At that time, labor was mainly used for the energy and physical 
effort it could provide. Aside from modest managerial services provided 
by farmers, brawn was the virtue of labor. 
Today, the role of farm labor has changed drastically. Mechanical 
devices not only provide energy but also physical manipulation. The 
latter is represented by feed elevators; lifts; mechanized feed dryers, 
grinders, mixers, and augersj and similar devices. This means that 
farm labor now has quite a different set of required characteristics than 
a few decades back. These needed characteristics have grown in importance 
as farming has become more mechanized. 
To successfully meet today's farm labor needs, farm workers must 
have management and technical skills of operation. They must know how to 
analyse a problem or opportunity situation, gather relevant information 
37 
if needed, establish a plan to handle the situation and put the plan into 
action. Farm workers must also have the skills to perform mechanical and 
biological operations in proper sequence and time periods, determine 
needed actions in times of emergencies as well as implement and mesh all 
phases of production to provide an efficient farm operation. 
As requirements for management and labor skills have increased with 
increased mechanization, some farm workers have had the ability and the 
desire to gain the needed skills. Others have left the farm to take jobs 
with other businesses, including agri-businesses which have assumed an 
increasing role of supplying capital inputs. 
As capital has been profitably substituted for labor, less labor 
has been, -needed in farming. However, the increased need for managerial 
and labor skills on larger, more mechanized farms has greatly raised the 
caliber of labor that can profitably be hired by large scaled farm oper­
ators . 
Brewster has noted that mechanization has been quite different in 
farming as compared with most nonfarm businesses. Unlike nonfarm busi­
nesses, a high degree of functional specialization has been lacking in 
farming. An example is the extension of a machine to perform routine 
jobs with little or no skills other than manual skills. In nonfarm 
businesses, many skills have been replaced by machines (11). 
In farming, mechanization has not led to reduced functions and 
there is little or no use of the assembly line technique. Mechanization 
has mainly lightened the work loads and improved the timeliness of farm­
ing operations (63, p. 47). However, the complexity of the decision 
process has increased the skills needed. This has been due to changes in 
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quality of inputs as well as increased number and range of inputs, i.e., 
fertilizers and pesticides. The trend toward specialization has increased 
the skills needed in marketing decisions, too. 
The need for careful selection of skilled farm labor hinges on the 
condition that many farm management practices include art as well as 
science. Kadlec indicates this is a bottleneck to greater coordination 
in the swine industry. With the changing technology in hog production, 
some knowledge is not easily verified (or duplicated) and relates to a 
special practice, skill or ingenuity. This special practice, skill or 
ingenuity he defines as art. Numerous attempts have been made to pro­
duce hogs with all science and no art. Failure has been the usual out­
come (49). 
Mueller noted that one large hog producer in Illinois stated that 
it would take a minimum of three years to train an assistant manager 
(53, p. 7). With a long period of training needed for an employee, it 
appears that rapid turnover would be costly to farm employers. 
Also, the result of employing inadequately skilled workers on 
mechanized farming operations could be financially disastrous to farm 
employers. One mistake in feed preparation could cause several animals 
to go "off" feed or die. Undetected and unchecked animal health problems 
could result in most of a herd or flock being lost. Improper handling of 
chemicals could cause injury to workers as well as crops and livestock. 
Of course, the costliness of errors in production practices becomes even 
greater as farming becomes more specialized and thus a large loss in one 
activity may not be offset by profits in other enterprises. 
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Nevertheless, the employment of full-time skilled workers may become 
common on large mechanized farms. However, problems in successfully 
hiring full-time employees could lead to other adjustments. One possi­
bility would be greater use of custom services such as feed grinding, 
spraying, and fertilizer application. Two problems arise in hiring 
custom services. First, managerial services may need to be purchased 
along with the labor and equipment used. These managerial services 
may not be needed on efficiently managed farms. Second, it may be diffi­
cult to obtain the custom services exactly when needed due to the uncer­
tainties in farming. A study in New York State indicates that the trend 
toward farm expansion has reduced the use of custom hire operators. The 
study also noted increased opportunity to lease or rent farm machinery 
(78, p. 7). 
Another adjustment to labor hiring problems could include combining 
operations of relatives or friends. This could include informal labor 
sharing, a partnership in one or more enterprises, or a family corpor­
ation. However, operators of many expanding farm businesses either may 
not have this opportunity or it may not be workable. 
In summary, a hundred years ago it was probably the case that a 
farmer came out with greater profits if he hired a farm worker with 
greatest physical strength for minimum pay. In those days the worker 
used little capital. In harvest season perhaps a worker used only a 
scoop to handle grain. In field work, he might have used only $200 or 
$300 in capital in the form of horses and a wagon or plow. Today, how­
ever, under modern mechanized farming, one hired worker may be handling 
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$50,000 to $100,000 in capital. The appropriate approach to greatest 
profits is no longer to pay as little as possible for the maximum brawn 
that he possesses. Instead, the problem is to find workers with the 
necessary skills (or aptitude for acquiring needed skills) and knowledge 
to properly handle the large investment. Efforts of these skilled employees 
will provide the greatest payoff for their wages and for the capital with 
which they work. A dependable, satisfied, skilled worker who has the 
ability and desire to maximize the returns on the capital invested will 
have the greatest payoff even though he may not cost the least. 
Heady and Ball have suggested: 
"Most farmers have not developed the employer skills to compete 
effectively as recruiters and managers of labor in this type of 
market. Some will respond, as rightly they should, when the real 
price of labor rises sufficiently, by substituting more machines 
for capacity of workers. Yet we need to investigate the condi­
tions under which farm managers can function effectively as em­
ployers in a changing market for labor and a changing structure 
of the farm work force" (32, p. 178). 
Just as there have been lags in many farms adjusting to new innova­
tions and scale economies, so may be the case of many farm employers ad­
justing to the new employment needs. Agricultural colleges and agri­
businesses have researched heavily to find improved practices or new 
capital inputs. These have been readily disseminated to farmers to en­
courage farm production adjustments. However, little attention has been 
given to changes in labor inputs, except to show that new inputs or prac­
tices adopted will reduce labor requirements. But, little information, 
if any, is noted about the changes in skill requirements of the labor. 
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Possible Reasons for Labor "Shortages" 
Exogenous forces 
Off-farm employment ppportunities associated with a relatively low 
level of unemployment in the nonfarm sector of the U.S. economy have prob­
ably played an important role in drawing labor out of farming. Low un­
employment levels were particularly the case in Iowa when the data were 
collected in 1969. 
In the past, farm jobs were filled by low skilled workers with few 
employment alternatives. More recently, however, much of the labor which 
has been "freed" from farm production has had good job opportunities in 
expanding agri-businesses or other fields of endeavor. This has been 
particularly true for the more skilled or potentially skilled workers. 
Hence, there is more direct competition between farm and nonfarm employers 
(83, p. VIII). 
Makela points out that if farmers' sons were willing to accept farm 
jobs as employees, our regular farm worker shortage would be eliminated. 
Many of these sons go to colleges and seek alternative work (51, p. 4), 
Makela also indicates that the full-time farm labor "shortage" would 
be eliminated if farmer "dropouts" would become farm employees. However, 
these are seldom willing to accept employment with another farmer as a 
hired worker (51, p. 4). Of course, some of them may not be retrainable 
to meet the skill requirements of larger, mechanized producing units. 
Other factors contributing to farm people taking nonfarm jobs include 
government programs to: 1) restrain and educate those with low incomes, 
2) encourage more businesses to locate in rural areas, and 3) establish 
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employment services to aid those seeking jobs, including rural people. 
These programs have improved labor mobility in rural areas, but perhaps 
there is still much that could be done to reduce underemployment of farm 
labor. 
Economic development and off-farm migration have led to greater knowl­
edge of nonfarm job opportunities and thus improved labor mobility. Many 
rural people have friends or relatives who have moved to urban areas or 
taken off-farm jobs in nearby towns or cities. Improved roads and communi­
cations have allowed greater association of these people. As a result, 
information of off-farm job opportunities has been more readily available 
and uncertainties associated with off-farm employment has been reduced. 
The military draft has reduced the potential labor force in farming, 
too. This was particularly the case in the late I960's as the draft calls 
were relatively high due to the U.S. involvement in South Vietnam. 
Endogeous forces 
full-time workers. Low pay may be one problem. Makela states; 
"Despite the cost price squeeze, there is not too much question 
that if farcers are to find the qualified workers they need 
that(sic) upward adjustment in wage levels is needed" (51, p. 5). 
Higher paying employment opportunities in nonfarm businesses may be a 
major reason for farm employers experiencing problems in securing full-
time employees. 
In addition to the level of pay, some components of the pay package 
may be unattractive or noncompetitive with benefits offered by nonfarm 
businesses. For example, some traditional perquisites offered in farm 
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pay packages include housing or room and board, utilities and farm pro­
duce such as eggs, meat, and milk. Perhaps benefits such as health in­
surance, life insurance, sick leave, and retirement benefits would be more 
attractive. 
Also, improperly designed or no incentive plan may result in low labor 
productivity since the employee desire to be productive may not be fully 
exerted. As a result, farm employers may be less willing and able to pay 
a higher, more competitive pay level. 
Low pay and unattractive fringe benefits offered by farm employers 
may be resulting in inadequately skilled or trained employees being hired. 
Low productivity of those workers could further reduce farmer willingness 
to pay higher wages. 
Also, many farmers with a high level of mechanization may not realize 
the potential payoff of more skilled workers and hence may not be offering 
an attractive wage. Of course, the uncertainty caused by the possibility 
of losing a highly skilled or potentially highly skilled employee could 
result in discounting of their expected payoff. 
The status of full-time hired employees may be another problem area. 
Titles such as "the hired hand" or "hired man" have continued to connote 
an unskilled person with much muscle power but little brain power. Such 
titles and the associated community images of farm employees may continue 
to prevail. This could further discourage potential entrants into full-time 
farm employment. 
Other factors which could contribute to "shortages" in full-time farm 
labor include unpleasant working conditions of employees and poor employer-
employee relations. Long indefinite hours, little time off, and work under 
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unfavorable weather or odor conditions may discourage potential farm em­
ployees. Likewise, much supervision, little responsibility, little recog­
nition for good work and the commanding of jobs to be done may have worked 
a hundred years ago, but the skilled workers of today may find this unac­
ceptable. Jones has well stated the problem as follows: 
"Personnel managers in industrial firms have recognized the im­
portance of selection, training and supervision of workers in 
increasing the productivity of labor. Traditional attitudes of 
most farmers toward hired labor and relatively small labor force 
on most farms have not contributed to good personnel management 
on farms which hire labor" (47, p. 270). 
It appears that problems of farm labor recruitment involve locating 
adequately skilled or trainable workers, providing attractive benefits in 
addition to a competitive salary or wage level and maintaining good labor-
management relationships. With the mobility of farm labor increasing, the 
need to examine these problems appears to be gaining in importance even 
though the total need for farm labor continues to decline. 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Other literature of relevance to this study can be divided into two 
categories; (1) national aggregate studies of supply and demand of hired 
farm labor and (2) detailed studies and other reports on hired farm labor 
conditions. 
National!.Studies on Hired Farm Labor 
One objective of this section is to determine what factors have been 
found to be significantly related to hired farm labor employment. Another 
objective is to consider the derived elasticities of demand and supply of 
hired farm labor and discuss the implications of the elasticities. 
One group of studies considers the migration patterns between farm 
and nonfarm areas. Bishop and Sjaastad identified both nonfarm opportun­
ities and unemployment rates as important in the mobility of hired farm 
labor (5; 67). Galloway concluded that the difference between farm earn-
quite a difference by age. Among the younger workers he found a strong 
positive relation between level of earnings and net flow of workers. How­
ever, among the older workers, he found a sizeable negative relationship. 
Suggested factors accounting for the negative relationship were differenti 
moving costs and noneconomic barriers such as seniority systems in many 
nonfarm industries, restrictive hiring practices of some trade unions, 
and "skill gap" of older workers in farming and nonfarming activities (21) 
Heady and Johnson found that the demand for hired labor was more 
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responsive to changes in farm wage rates and farm product prices. They 
also noted that the periods of the business cycle appeared to have an 
effect on the demand for farm labor. The elasticity of demand for hired 
workers with respect to product prices was positive but inelastic. Hence, 
the demand for hired workers would increase proportionately less than an 
increase in product prices. The elasticity was increasing in more recent 
years which suggests the condition of increasing mobility of hired farm 
labor (33). 
The same authors also found that farm labor employment and mobility 
are related to nonfarm job opportunities. This is in agreement with the 
findings of Bishop and Sjaastad. 
Schuh attempted to obtain estimates of the structural demand and supply 
relations of hired farm labor in the U.S. Using time series data for the 
period 1929-1957, he specified the demand as a function of real hired farm 
wages, agricultural product prices, prices of other factors of production, 
and a measure of technology. He specified the supply of hired farm labor 
as a function of real hired farm wages, income from nonagricultural employ­
ment, unemployment level in the economy, and size of civilian labor force. 
Using a simultaneous-equations approach, all parameter estimates in the 
Supply equation were found significant at the .01 level. Only the tech­
nology variable in the demand equation was not significantly different from 
zero (62).^ 
^Tyrchniewicz and Schuh have suggested that the adoption of new tech­
nology has its impact indirectly through the product market. To the extent 
that technology is output increasing, widely adopted forms will result in 
reduced prices, ceteris paribus, given demand for farm products is in­
elastic. The demand for farm labor will shift to the left and pressure 
to reduce wages will result (71). 
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Schuh found the short run elasticity of supply and demand was in­
elastic with respect to farm wages. Thus, an increase in farm wages 
would tend to decrease demand and increase supply of hired workers, but 
proportionately less than the increase in wages. He noted that the esti­
mated elasticities in 1957, the last year in the series, were about double 
the elasticities at the mean. Hence, there is some indication that the 
elasticities have been increasing with time. He also found the long run 
elasticities was much greater but still inelastic at the means (62). 
Similarly, Schuh found an inelastic demand for hired farm labor with 
respect to real farm prices and technology. Though the absolute value of 
the elasticity estimates were greater in the long run, estimates were still 
inelastic. The elasticity of supply with respect to the civilian labor 
force was greater than one for both the short run and the long run. The 
elasticity of supply with respect to nonfarm income was inelastic in the 
short run but elastic in the long run. 
In a study of farm labor, Tweeten found that the demand for hired 
labor was significantly related to stock of productive assets and time as 
well as farm wage rates and product prices received. Time series data also 
supported the hypothesis that the supply of hired farm labor was a function 
of farm wage rate and nonfarm wage rate adjusted for unemployment (70,pp. 
390-448). 
Other studies of hired farm labor demand include studies by Helmers 
(36), Heady and Tweeten (34), and Griliches (23). 
In summary, the literature indicates that several variables are sig­
nificantly related to the employment of hired farm labor. Some of these 
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include the farm wage rate, nonfarm income levels, unemployment rates, 
farm product prices, farm factor prices and measures of technology. The 
demand and supply elasticities of hired farm labor were found to be in­
elastic with respect to most variables. However, there was some evidence 
that the elasticities have been increasing over time. 
Detailed Studies and Other Reports on Hired Farm Labor Conditions 
Some characteristics of studies 
Before presenting results of other studies, some descriptive details 
of these studies will be presented. Most of the studies reviewed in this 
section were based on nonrandom sample selection. Also, farm sizes were 
generally two to three times the respective state averages. Saupe and 
Kimball noted that some minimum size of farm business is necessary to 
employ and adequately pay regular workers. Results from farm records stud­
ied by the Wisconsin Farm Management Association indicate that only farms 
with sales of $40,000 or more would generally be able to support a two-
man operation (60, pp. 1, 2). 
Among the studies reviewed, Grise and Sellers, Jr. reported results 
of a nationwide enumerative survey taken in 1967. Farmers who were inter­
viewed were included on the basis of a stratified random sample which in­
cluded a greater proportion of larger farms than existed in the total popu­
lation. Usable labor data were obtained from 16,382 farms and covered 
3,069 regular hired workers (24, pp. 1, 2). Information reported mainly 
covered pay levels and pay components. 
Given and Hundley Jr. questioned 23 farmers and 17 year-round 
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employees on 15 Michigan dairy farms. The exploratory research was di­
rected toward job history, training, work patterns, aad work problems 
(22, p. 1). 
Robbins selected a group of 200 Indiana farm operators employing at 
least one full-time employee. Names were provided by selected county ex­
tension agents. A mail questionnaire was sent to each operator. There 
were 132 usable questionnaires returned (59, p. 5). 
Heitman sent a mail questionnaire to more than 2,700 members of the 
Iowa Farm Business Association. Of these, 861 usable questionnaires were 
returned (35, p. 10). He also conducted personal interviews of farmers 
in six Iowa counties. Three counties had industrial centers located in 
or nearby. Three other counties were rural. Names were provided by 
county extension directors in the counties. Thirty-two employer schedules 
and 29 employee schedules were completed (35, p. 78). 
Saupe, Martinez, and Willett studied Wisconsin farms where employers 
successfully employed full-time labor. Extension agents selected names 
of employers who had hired an employee for at least a year and appeared 
to be getting along well with him. There were 51 farmers identified and 
interviewed in 1966, but 15 months later, only 31 fit the survey criteria. 
Interviews were taken of these 31 employers and their 56 employees (61, 
pp. 2, 3). 
Shapley took a random sample of 132 farms from a list of Michigan 
dairy farms having 50 cows or more. Fifty-five of 127 farmers contacted 
had full-time employees. Telephone interviews were taken from each em­
ployer. Questions asked pertained to the farm operation and the employee 
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(66, p. 2). 
Erven reported on a study of 16 dairy farms in Northeastern Ohio, 
Extension personnel selected the 16 farms and interviewed both farm 
operators and employees. Farm wages and benefits were the main interest 
of the study (19, p. 1). 
Reff made a study of farms in North Dakota which employed full-time 
workers. County extension agents selelçcted the farms included in the 
study. Farm operators were interviewed and 111 schedules were completed 
(58). 
Pay level 
The pay package of farm employees may be considered in three parts. 
These include wages, perquisites, and other cash benefits such as bonuses 
and incentive payments. The average pay level (the average value of the 
pay package) of full-time farm employees was found to be less than average 
manufacturing wages in the studies examined. Saupe _et estimated that 
including a bonus (61, p. 13). In Shapley's study, total pay of employees 
in 1968 averaged $6,036. Manufacturing wages for the same year in Michigan 
averaged $8,533. Due to farm employees working more hours per week, total 
pay on an hourly basis differed even more -- $1.87 versus $3.52 (66, p. 7). 
In Iowa the pay level appears to be higher for nonfarm workers, too. 
As indicated earlier, monthly wages of Iowa farm workers have increased 
rapidly -- nearly doubling over the last decade. In 1968 the monthly rate 
was $327 plus house and extras and in 1970, the rate had risen to $378. 
Despite this rapid increase, manufacturing wages were estimated to be 
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higher. The Iowa Employment Security Commission estimated average manu­
facturing wages were $564 per month in 1968 and $637 in 1970 (43). The 
value of housing and the difference in value of other fringe benefits 
may not make up this difference in pay. 
However, total pay figures of farm and manufacturing employees may 
not reflect the relative returns adequately. Other factors that would 
narrow the gap in revenue would include possible tax savings of housing 
and farm produce provided to the employee. In a Michigan study, Shapley 
estimated this amounted to $184 in 1968. Other costs associated with 
nonfarm employment such as union dues and commuting costs are generally 
nonexistent for full-time farm employees. He estimated cost savings of 
$84 for union dues and $516 for commuting costs in 1968. Considering 
these factors, his figures indicate that the difference of approximately 
$2,500 between total pay of farm workers studied and average manufactur­
ing wages was narrowed to $1,700 (66, p. 10). 
Another factor that may narrow the gap in relative well-being of 
farm and nonfarm employees is differences in the cost of living. A 
price study of foods purchased by urban, rural nonfarm, and rural farm 
groups in the North Central Region of the U.S. in 1955 indicated the 
urban budget could have been purchased for 90 percent of its cost if 
bought at prices prevailing for the rural farm group. The rural nonfarm 
group would have cost 96 percent of its actual cost at prices paid by 
the rural farm groups (56, p. 93). 
In summary, nonfarm workers appear to be receiving higher pay than 
farm workers. However, factors affecting the economic well-being of em­
ployees tend to narrow this gap. Nevertheless, as Van Arsdall pointed 
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out, averages can be misleading in one's examination of a problem and 
search for the solution (89, p. 2). The ranges of farm employee pay 
varied quite widely in the studies reviewed. In Shapley's study, total 
pay ranged from $2,450 to $10,200 (66, p. 7). 
Employee skills Another problem encountered when comparing farm 
wages with manufacturing wages is determining the comparability of labor 
quality. One step needed in examining this problem is to consider the 
skills of farm employees and how the pay level varies by skill levels. 
Of course, productivity of farm labor would affect the amount that farm 
employers could afford to pay employees. The productivity would depend 
not only upon the skill and competence of the labor but also the quantity 
and quality of other resources used in the farm business. 
Heitman asked employers to rate employees by four skill levels: un­
skilled, semi-skilled, skilled, and supervisory. He listed farm activi­
ties associated with each skill level in an attempt to differentiate the 
skill classes. An unskilled man was defined as one who did tasks re­
quiring little or no training such as scooping grain or loading bales. 
A semi-skilled man was one who performed intermediate tasks on the farm 
requiring some ability to handle equipment but not needing an exacting 
knowledge. Tasks included plowing, disking and operating mechanical 
feeding equipment. A skilled man was defined as one who performed tasks 
which, because of their importance to the farm or their complexity, 
were generally thought to be performed only by the operator. These in­
cluded such activities as planting row crops and operating a large 
grain combine. Men with supervisory skills were defined as those em­
ployees who were allowed to make some management decisions on the farm. 
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In the mail survey, the most frequent skill class selected was semi­
skilled (35, pp. 25-28). Any attempt to examine pay variation by skill 
levels was not noted in the study. 
Heitman also asked operators questions concerning characteristics 
sought in laborers. The responses support the need for skilled employees 
on farms hiring labor. Four of the most frequently desired character­
istics were: 1) ability to reason and make decisions, 2) ability to 
follow directions, 3) ability to handle livestock, and 4) ability to 
operate equipment (35, p. 67). 
Other employee characteristics Besides employee skills, other 
characteristics could account for the variation in farm employee pay levels. 
Age, education, tenure and marital status of employees could be important 
factors, too. Shapley found employee education was correlated with em­
ployee pay level. Also, those working longer on the farm were paid slightly 
more. He found no significant relationship between age and total pay. 
However, married men received a considerably higher pay level than single 
men (66, p. 14, 15). 
Erven grouped 18 employees in the Ohio study into two groups of nine. 
The nine receiving the higher wages were six years younger, had one add­
itional year of education and had worked fewer years on the farm (19, p. 2). 
Although the total pay level may be important in successfully employ­
ing full-time employees, the acceptability, competitiveness and attractive­
ness of the pay package may be important as well. Thus, findings of other 
studies related to wages, other cash benefits and perquisites will be 
examined. 
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Wages and pay conditions 
Good wages were ranked second in importance by operators in the 
successful employment of farm employees in a study by Robbing (59, p. 8) 
and first in importance in a study by Reff (58). "Good" wages were not 
defined in the studies, but it would hinge not only upon the level of 
wages but also upon the level of other cash benefits and the value of 
perquisites. To be competitive, perhaps a large proportion of the pay 
package should be in the form of wages. Shapley found wages of employees 
accounted for 75 percent of the total pay level (66, p. 5). 
The studies also indicate that full-time farm employees work much 
more than 40 hours per week. Brown points out that there is some justi­
fication for a 45 hour week since most farm employees do not have to 
spend an hour or so a day just driving to and from work (12, p. 2), 
However, instead of 45 hours per week, employers in the study by Shapley 
indicated their employees worked 64.0 hours (66, p. 10). Saupe e_t al. 
found that employers and employees gave different estimates of hours 
worked per week on 28 farms with 36 employees. Summer hours were esti­
mated at 80.0 per week by employees and 73.0 by employers. Winters hours 
were estimated at 68.8 per week by employees and 63.8 by employers. On 
three farms hiring 20 employees, estimates were considerably lower and 
much closer together (61, p. 14). 
In the study by Saupe et al., the 20 employees on the three farms 
were grouped according to satisfaction. Thirteen classified as "very 
satisfied" were paid significantly (.05 level) higher wages and worked 
significantly (.10 level) longer hours per week in summer months than 
the six classified as "satisfied" employees. Under a similar classifi-
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cation of employees on the other farms, no significant relations were 
found (61, p. 16). Hence, long working hours were not found to be sig­
nificantly related to less employee satisfaction. In fact, some very 
satisfied employees may expect to work long hours. 
Robbins has suggested that employees should have regular working 
hours and these should be maintained so far as possible. Regular working 
hours could improve the competitiveness of the farm pay package. For a 
married employee, regular hours could increase his wife's satisfaction by 
enabling her to plan meals and activities around the known work schedule 
(59, p. 11). 
The traditional wage agreement between farm employers and full-time 
employees in Iowa has probably been on a monthly basis. Most of the farm 
positions listed for married men with the Iowa Employment Security Commi-
sion are still listed as offering a number of dollars or a range of dollars 
per month. Some workers, especially single workers, are quoted a weekly 
wage rate. Few full-time employee positions are listed at an hourly rate. 
Hourly wage Possibly another way to make farm employment more 
attractive and competitive is to pay full-time farm employees on an 
hourly basis instead of a weekly or monthly basis. Brown has noted that 
under a weekly plan, hours worked are often under the discretion of the 
farm employer. The apparent tendency is for farm operators to manage 
hired labor as if they had paid for all the hours of the employee. As a 
result, full-time farm employees tend to have long, irregular working 
hours and some problems in obtaining time off. If time off must be re­
quested by the employee, it would tend to be received as a gift. For the 
employee to ask time off is similar to begging and for the employer to 
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grant this upon request could encourage an overuse of this privilege 
(13, p. 2). However, those paid on an hourly basis could be paid 
extra hours above the daily base. With hourly pay, employees could 
"borrow" time off and either make it up later by working longer than 
the daily base hours or accept less pay according to the number of hours 
off work. 
Another advantage to hourly pay is that it tends to encourage farm 
employers to make efficient use of every hour the laborer is employed. 
Justus has noted that farmers tend to look at labor wages much like 
buying a ton of feed or fertilizer -- an item to be used up, or a flow-
type input. It is more appropriate to view full-time employees with 
the needed skills and abilities as stock-type inputs. These employees 
have a stock of knowledge and skills from which they provide services in 
the production process. The same view is appropriate for land or build­
ings owned or rented on a long term basis (48, p. 6). 
In viewing labor as a stock-type input, one situation which could 
be avoided is getting as much work out of the employee as possible, 
regardless of the value of the work. With payment by the hour, work 
with low payoff would tend to be left undone or efficiently organized. 
This could result in improved working conditions as most workers prefer 
to be doing productive jobs. 
Van Arsdall has pointed out, however, that hourly pay does create 
the need for added record keeping. Also, the employee may make pay 
comparisons more readily with nonfarm employed friends (89, p. 5). 
Other cash benefits In addition to wages, other cash benefits 
are often received by farm employees. These often include bonuses and 
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incentive payments. Writers have differing definitions of a bonus and 
an incentive payment. For purposes of this study, an incentive payment 
is a variable payment to the employee based in some way upon the quality 
of work performed. A bonus is a fixed payment to the employee and is 
usually based upon the amount of time worked or tradition. Some plans, 
of course, include features of both bonuses and incentive plans. 
Bonuses and incentive plans are designed to; 1) increase production 
or reduce costs, 2) reward employees for work well done, and 3) retain 
employees or reduce turnover. Van Arsdall has noted that a bonus adds 
to the wage but does not generally provide the motivation for improved 
work performance (89, p. 7). Using a bonus to induce the employee to 
stay until the end of the year may be effective, but this method appears 
to be reinforcing the treatment of labor as a flow-type input. As Van 
Arsdall has indicated, the value of a cash wage compared with an equiv­
alent amount in wage plus bonus is questionable. 
Incentive plans, properly designed, may improve the work performance 
of an employee. An effective plan may encourage the employee to reduce 
costs and increase production. Hence, this could result in increased 
profits to the employer and increased pay to the employee. The increased 
pay level could be helpful in keeping the employee for additional years 
of service. 
Robbins found that only 28 percent of the farms and 21 percent of 
the employees had incentive plans. An additional 43 percent of the em­
ployees received a cash bonus. Average annual pay was $609 higher on 
farms with incentive plans than on nonincentive. plan farms (59, p. 11). 
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Shapley found that 37 employees out of 72 received either bonuses 
or incentive payments. The number receiving bonuses and the number 
receiving incentive payments were about equal. The value of these 
cash benefits averaged $496 for the 51 percent receiving them (66, p. 5). 
There are two important principles to be considered in properly 
designing incentive plans: 1) base the plan upon those areas where the 
risks are high and the farm operator cannot maintain close control and 
2) base incentive pay upon those areas of farm enterprises where the em­
ployee has a great deal of control. Some other suggestions regarding 
incentive plans by Brown and Robbins are as follows: 1) a plan should 
be designed to reward the employee for working in the best interest of 
the employer, 2) the plan should be broad enough to cover all major areas 
of employee work so that one enterprise is not neglected because it is 
not included in the plan, 3) the plan should be such that it can be 
clearly defined and understood by both parties, 4) to avoid misunder­
standing, the plan should be in writing and signed by both employer and 
employee, 5) payments need to be made to the employee as soon as possible 
after the requirements are met, 6) plans should be flexible enough to 
allow implementation of good farm management decisions, 7) care should 
be taken to avoid shifting part of the financial risk to the employee, 
8) payments from the plan should be large enough to encourage the extra 
effort by the employee but not larger than added benefits to the employer, 
and 9) incentive plans should not be expected to substitute for competi­
tive wages, attractive perquisites and good labor relations (13, pp. 4, 5; 
59, pp. 11, 12). 
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Some types of incentive plans used by farm employers include; 1) 
physical production plans based on level of production from one or more 
farm activities such as number of hogs marketed or bushels of grain har­
vested, 2) percent of gross income, 3) percent of net income, and 4) eq­
uity building incentive plans which allow the employees to have their own 
enterprises such as the use of employer's equipment to farm some land or 
the use of buildings and lots to raise some livestock (59, p. 13). 
In summary, a bonus plus wages is of questionable value over an 
equal size wage level. Incentive plans may be helpful in obtaining high 
quality of work from farm employees. However, a successful plan would 
need to be carefully designed in order to improve operator profits, em­
ployee pay, and satisfaction of both employer and employee. 
Perquisites Perquisites may be defined as a group of noncash 
benefits not having a readily ascertainable monetary value. Van Arsdall 
suggested that farm perquisites generally lack the competitive stature as 
compared with nonfarm fringe benefits (89, p. 1). 
Results from the studies reviewed indicate that farm workers still 
receive many noncash benefits. These amount to an important part of 
their total pay. Some of these traditional benefits include: a house, 
utilities, meat, eggs, meals, gasoline, salary advance without interest, 
payment of employee emergency bills and the privilege of borrowing tools 
(89, p. 5). Among the literature reviewed, the following questions re­
main unanswered. How attractive are traditional types of noncash benefits 
to totay's farm employees? Does the employee prefer fewer perquisites 
and more cash? What is the value of the perquisites as viewed by both 
60 
employer and employee? Would the employee prefer to live in town where 
his private life would be separate from the farm? 
Some modern fringe benefits commonly offered by nonfarm businesses 
include; 1) sick leave, 2) paid vacations, 3) hospitalization, 4) life 
insurance, 5) security, and 6) retirement plans (89, p. 6). Whether 
farm employees prefer some or all of these extras in place of some tra­
ditional perquisites is another important question. 
Farm operators ranked adequate housing (plus privileges) third in 
importance for successful farm labor employment in studies by Robbins 
(59, p. 8) and Reff (58). Makela has noted that some farmers who live 
close to town rent or buy housing in town for their employees so that the 
employee and his family may not feel the effects of what the family might 
consider rural isolation. Other farmers are paying cash in lieu of 
housing so the employees can find housing of their own choosing. This 
arrangement also provides employees the opportunity to buy housing and 
build up equity which would tend to stabilize their attachment to the 
community (51, p. 8). 
However, studies indicate that housing is frequently provided by 
farm employers. Robbins found that 79 percent received some form of 
housing. Farm operators ranked the quality of this housing as follows: 
excellent, 19 percent; good, 57 percent; fair, 23 percent; and peer 1 
percent. Rental value was placed at an average of $48 per month (59, 
p. 6). Erven reported that 13 of 18 employees were provided housing and 
one employee was provided a room in the Ohio study. The value of the 
of the housing averaged $791 per year ($66 per month). This value was 
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based upon the average of both employer and employee estimates (19, p. 2). 
Shapley found 46 employees were provided a house and 9 employees were 
provided room and board. Hence, 76 percent of the employees were pro­
vided some type of living quarters. The employers estimated rental 
value of the houses averaged $915 annually ($76 monthly). Saupe et al. 
noted that 57 percent of the employees studied were provided a separate 
dwelling (housing) and 17 percent were provided living quarters in the 
employer's home (61, p. 13). 
Saupe _e^ a_l. also found little difference in the employer and em­
ployee estimated value of housing and food provided. The estimated value 
of food was identical at $26 per month. Monthly rental value of housing 
was estimated at $76 by employers and $72 by employees. Erven noted that 
differences in employer and employee estimated rental value of housing 
were usually quite small in the Ohio study (19, p. 2). 
Robbins found that several other perquisites were provided for 
Indiana employees in 1964. Types and percent of employees receiving 
these are as follows: 1) meat, 58 percent; 2) milk, 19 percent; 3) eggs, 
19 percent; 4) fuel, 37 percent; 5) electricity, 45 percent; 6) paid 
vacation, 77 percent; 7) insurance protection, including workman's compen­
sation and liability insurance, 67 percent; 8) garden, 62 percent and 9) 
other including telephone, gasoline, use of truck, etc., 16 percent. Aver­
age value ol" perquisites on all farms was $826 per year. Number of days 
vacation averaged 6.4 overall and 8.3 for those receiving a vacation 
(59, p. 8). 
In Michigan, Shapley found similar perquisites were provided. In 
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addition to house and room and board, he noted the following types and 
percent receiving them: 1) utilities, 40 percent; 2) board only, 3 
percent; 3) farm produce, 74 percent; 4) paid vacation, 76 percent; 5) 
insurance, not workman's compensation, 24 percent; and 6) other, 18 
percent. The average value of the perquisites for the employees receiv­
ing them was $1,387 and $1,233 overall or about 20 percent of total pay 
in 1968 (66, p. 6). 
In North Dakota, Reff found similar extras provided. However, other 
perquisites provided were as follows: 1) livestock feed, 2) use of 
machinery; 3) free pasture and 4) use of bull. Garden and paid vacation 
were not listed as perquisites received. The value of perquisites aver­
aged $1,459 annually for those receiving a house. For the 61 employees 
receiving room and board, the value of perquisites averaged $878 (58). 
In Ohio, Erven noted the number of fringe benefits to the 18 em­
ployees ranged from 3 to 7 and averaged 5 in 1968. In addition to housing, 
about half of the employees received electricity and fuel. Another 4 had 
their telephone bills paid by employers. All 18 employees received farm 
produce. Other benefits and number of employees receiving these were as 
follows: 1) paid vacation, 13; 2) workman's compensation coverage, 12; 
3) transportation assistance, 9; 4) health insurance 5; 5) life insurance, 
1. None were provided retirement benefits (19, p. 2). 
Grise and Sellers, Jr. reported that in 1966, 79 percent of the 
workers in the nationwide survey were receiving perquisites averaged 
$1,041 and represented 29 percent of the total pay (24, p. 2). There 
was much variation in average value of perquisites and average cash pay­
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ments by farm types and farm production regions. 
Employee turnover 
Male hired farm workers have the highest mobility rate of all 
civilian male wage and salary workers in major occupational groups in 
the U.S. (61, p. 1). Studies reviewed suggest full-time farm employees 
in the Midwest are mobile and their turnover rate is high. 
Given and Hundley, Jr. noted that most farmers in their Michigan 
study indicated that they had employed between two and five men in the 
past two or three years. One farmer had employed five in the last year. 
Unfavorable characteristics of employees may have been one reason for the 
high turnover. They found loss of a drivers license, poor health, sick­
ness, and inability to get along with fellow workers caused farm employees 
to lose or leave previous factory jobs. On the other hand, six of the 
23 farmers finding dependable labor had paid above the median wage level, 
given time off during the week and provided paid vacations (22, pp. 13, 
- - r /  •  
Erven found that the average employee tenure on the Ohio farms was 
4,8 years. Nevertheless, five of the 18 employees had worked less than 
one year. Eight others had been working from two to five years for their 
present employer (19, p. 1). 
Shapley found that 13 of 72 employees had terminated their employ­
ment between January and April, 1969. Employers expressed concern about 
the possibility of losing eight other employees. Employers felt the 
major cause of the labor problems was off-farm competition (66, pp. 11, 12). 
In summary, it appears that farm employers are not only having 
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problems hiring but also keeping full-time employees. Other factors 
besides pay may be involved in the high rate of employee turnover on 
farms. Perhaps an examination of the relationship of pay and other 
factors with employee turnover could help explain the paradox of full-
time hired labor. 
Perceived problems of keeping; employees 
Given and Hundley, Jr. found three major problem areas between em­
ployees and employers as viewed by the employers. These areas included: 
1) employees' inability to handle financial matters, 2) employees' wives 
being too demanding, and 3) employees not following instructions. Most 
farmers indicated their employees were either deeply in debt or unable 
to handle financial obligations (22, pp. 17, 18). 
Status of farm employees 
Low status of employees may be one factor affecting the full-time 
farm labor "shortage". Makela has commented: 
"What sort of an image does the title "hired hand" create in the 
mind of the farmer, among other people in the community, and even 
in the mind of the farm worker himself? We need to start thinking 
of a farm worker in terms of what he actually is -- a highly skilled 
technician" (51, p. 6). 
Surely, there must be some titles to more accurately reflect the caliber 
of skilled farm employees on farms of today. 
The popular image of both farm work and farm employees is poor. the 
image passes on to the wife and children, too. The titles like "farm 
hand" or "farm laborer" alone are enough to discourage most young men. 
Van Arsdall has suggested that this picture must change if farm employees 
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are to become a satisfactory and stable part of farming (89, p. 4). 
Employer-employee relations and working conditions 
Basic needs Becket noted that four basic human needs exist. 
These needs may not be adequately understood by farm employers. The most 
basic is the physiological need which includes food, sleep, shelter, 
clothing, sex, etc. If the employee is hungry or tired, both the quantity 
and quality of his work will tend to be reduced. If the employee receives 
housing or room and board, then dissatisfaction with these will lead to 
dissatisfaction with the job (4). 
The most basic need is security, A steady job and fair treatment on 
the job are important in satisfying the security need (4). 
The third basic need is social. This need may be met off the job. 
However, when the employee lives with the employer, the social need is 
often added to the job. In California, Becket noted that employees were 
showing an increasing interest in town living. In town, social needs can 
be met by tne empLcycc ônd his faiuily on their owri. oy j.xvxng on Lne lami, 
employees and especially their families can become isolated. Hence, satis­
faction of the employees' social need depends more upon the farm employer. 
On the job, an employee's social need may be partially met by working with 
the employer or other employees and being a part of the "team" (4). 
The ego or psychological need is the fourth but probably the most 
important human need. The ego need includes such conditions as accomplish­
ment, independence, recognition, appreciation, success and respect of others. 
The employer or manager has a tremendous responsibility to help an employee 
meet the ego need. By failing to help the employee meet his psychological 
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need, his motivation tends to be greatly reduced (4). 
An illustration of the four basic needs is given in Figure 1. One 
side of a pyramid indicates the most basid need is physical and the least 
is psychological. However, the most important motivational need is the 
psychological or ego need. 
Ego 
Social 
Security 
Physical 
Figure 1. Pyramid of basic human needs 
Two or more basic needs of the employee are often met by one re­
source or effort. For example, wages paid to the employee can be help­
ful in meeting his security and physiological needs. However, Shapley 
has suggested that needs such as employee's pride in his job, pride in 
himself, his relationship with others, and part of his security needs 
are fulfilled in other ways (66, p. 20). 
Shapley has also noted that an employer can more easily retain a 
qualified employee by following certain practices and behaving in certain 
ways to help the employee meet his needs. Most of the practices require 
little financial outlays. 
Good labor management practices Certain management practices 
and behavior patterns reflect the employer's understanding of the basic 
needs of the employee. Some of these practices are as follows: 
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1) Develop mutual respect, trust and loyalty. 
Treat employees with dignity and understanding and encourage 
others to do likewise. Encourage employees to have ideas or 
make suggestions. Also, give the employee credit for ideas 
that are put into practice and explain why ideas are not used. 
Tell employees in advance of upcoming changes that are going 
to affect them and why the changes are necessary. 
2) Develop a cooperative, appreciative attitude -- be diplomatic. 
Share some unpleasant tasks with employees. Request jobs to 
be done instead of ordering them done. Praise employees and 
express gratitude for jobs well done. Have and show concern 
for the well-being of the employee and his family. Be polite 
and avoid voicing sharp words toward employees, especially 
while in the presence of others. Suggest what jobs could be 
improved and how this could be done if it is unclear to the 
employee. 
3) Plan jobs ahead -- train and supervise accordingly. 
Know how jobs are to be done and spend sufficient time train­
ing and allowing employee to become accustomed to the tasks 
expected. Supervise and instruct according to the individual 
employee's ability and the job complexity. Point out to the 
employee why the job is being done or why it is being done in 
the particular way which may be different from the last place 
of employment. 
4) Create an atmosphere of team work, productivity, and advancement. 
Give employees a sense of belonging — a part of the team. 
Since most employees like to be productive, avoid assigning 
low payoff, unpleasant tasks. Allow for differences in job 
preferences where possible. Encourage employees to accept added 
responsibility as they are willing and able to do so. Provide 
an advancement plan to encourage employee productivity. Keep 
the farm business in good appearance because people tend to 
"join a bandwagon" and "leave a sinking ship". 
5) Encourage community ties. 
Help the employee and his family to become familiar with people 
and activities in the community. This may involve attending 
meetings with the employee for the first time and seeing that 
he meets people. Use appropriate titles in introducing or re­
ferring to the employee, too (59, p. 9; 13, pp. 12-14; 4). 
One key to the success of the above practices hinges upon good com­
munications between employers and employees. "Getting the word" is essen­
tial for a business to run smoothly. Just because words were spoken 
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does not necessarily mean that those in listening range understood the 
message that was intended to be conveyed. A major problem is that good 
talkers are not necessarily good listeners. There needs to be "listen­
ing beyond words to meanings". One point for employers to keep in mind 
is to use words having the same meaning to employees. A second point 
is to give complete instructions. A third point is to be aware of non­
verbal communication such as facial expressions, gestures, and silence. 
Actions often speak louder than words in expressing sincerity of the 
practices or behavior patterns (4). 
Working conditions Brown has suggested that farmers have a lot 
to sell when it comes to working conditions but they do a poor job of 
selling it. Considering the decentralization of residential living 
areas, the rural setting appears to be preferred. Also, living at the 
place of work means little time or expense from driving to and from work 
(13, p. 10). 
Good buildings and good equipment tend to improve the working con­
ditions. Neat, orderly kept buildings tend to reduce frustrations from 
work and improve productivity (59, p. 10). Mechanization to reduce the 
manual work tends to reduce employee discomfort while working. Comfort­
able seats, heated,cabs, power assistance, and air conditioning are ex­
amples. Van Arsdail has noted that farming is not the drudgery it use to 
be and does not require nearly as much manual labor. Nevertheless, safety 
of jobs should be an important concern (89, p. 8). 
Adequate vacation time and time off are important in keeping good 
working conditions (59, p. 11). 
As noted earlier, only about three-fourths of the employees were 
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receiving paid vacations in the studies reviewed, Shapley noted that time 
off varied greatly in the Michigan study and ranged from every weekend to 
no set time. Every other Sunday was the most common arrangement (66, p. 
8 ) .  
Farm employment provides opportunity for those disliking inside em­
ployment to get fresh air and sunshine. Also, most farm jobs have much 
variety of activities which reduces monotony. However, much skill and 
responsibility are expected in most types of farm jobs. Such broad 
ranges of skills and responsibilities are not required for many nonfarm 
jobs (13, p. 11). 
Labor management findings Robbins found that operators ranked 
good labor relations first in relative importance in successful employ­
ment of hired labor. They ranked good wages second (59, p. 9). 
In a study of job satisfaction or dissatisfaction among farm workers 
in New Zealand, Cant and Woods found that the factor called "man manage­
ment" appeared to be the most important. Two different aspects of the 
"man management" factor were noted. The first is the technical aspects 
of management. This may be improved by giving attention to routine 
details such as clear wording of instructions and regular wage payments. 
The second is the human relations aspects. This may be improved by a 
conscious effort and a willingness to appreciate the employee's point 
of view. Without this management ability, the farm employer may need to 
accept the situation that he lacks an important skill and be prepared to 
do without farm employees. To attract and keep good employees, farm 
employers need the ability to establish good personal relations, remove 
sources of job dissatisfaction, ensure that recognition is given for good 
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work, and see that the employee has a good standing in the community 
(14, pp. 29-32). 
The study by Cant and Woods showed that wages were important but 
only in the overall context of the man management factor. There was not 
any evidence that high wages could be substituted for good interpersonal 
relations. However, wages tend to reinforce the other employment variables. 
Not only does a good wage have economic value but it also has value in pro­
viding recognition and status. Wages were more important than status and 
recognition variables on the "best" (highest regarded) farms where the 75 
students had been employed. Status and recognition were more important 
than wages on the "worst" (lowest regarded) farms. Interpersonal relations 
were equally important in both groups (14, p. 31). 
Good job training and good living conditions appeared to be important 
secondary factors in some cases. There was little evidence to suggest 
that distance from town affected the overall assessment of the farms studied 
in New Zealand. 
In interviewing 32 employers, Heitman found the following practices 
and the number of employers doing each practice; 
1) encourage employee's children to enter 4-H or F.F.A. work and 
support their projects, 12; 
2) attempt to integrate employee into the community by taking him 
or encouraging him to go to local affairs, 23; 
3) attempt to interest the employee in his work by sending him to 
short courses or taking him to local business and product pro­
motion meetings, 19; 
4) provide a means of voicing grievances about work, etc., 28; 
5) attempt to interest the employee's wife in the operation of 
the farm or in the community, 12; and 
6) allow the employee freedom to request days off when requested for 
a specific purpose, 31 (35, p. 90). 
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Details of labor management problems on Michigan farms were reported 
by Given and Hundley, Jr. They found that farmers tended to delegate 
more of the routine work to their employees and this was a source of 
coaplaint among employees. Those employees who did perform more sen­
sitive tasks tended to have a higher education, farmed for themselves, 
completed short courses at a university, and worked for one farmer at 
least three years (22, p. 6). 
Given and Hundley, Jr. found few farms having employees involved 
in management decisions. Employee inaccessibility to the decision making 
process can result in alienated and apathetic employees. On the other 
hand, they indicated that many employees prefer the inactive role in de­
cision making. Responsibility tended to be a burden to them (22, pp. 8-9). 
Given and Hundley, Jr. also found a great range in employer super­
vision. In only 2 of 15 cases did the farmer allow the employee to take 
control of the dairy operation without any supervision. At the other 
extreme, farmers followed their employees from task to task. Most farmers 
admitted that employees did not continue working after a designated task 
had been completed and thus they felt the employee needed supervision. 
One problem observed was that most farmers felt the available labor 
supply required supervision and yet most employees indicated they did 
not like to have the employer "watch every move they made" (22, pp. 9-10). 
The problem of supervision was found to be closely related to prob­
lems of responsibility in the Michigan study. Most farmers were unable 
or unwilling to investigate, enhance, or exploit the degree of responsi­
bility which an employee could assume. While delegating routine jobs to 
employees, however, employers expected them to take pride and interest in 
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the work. Instead, they tended to become careless as they tired of the 
routine jobs. It appeared that employers did not give responsibility 
commensurate with the job they expected to be done. However, some 
employees apparently dislike responsibility and prefer to work at the 
same routine jobs (22, pp. 11,12). 
Given and Hundley, Jr. also found length of training varied depend­
ing upon who was asked. A day or two seemed to be the most common em­
ployee response. However, common employer responses were a week, a 
month to six months, and never fully trained. Some employees indicated 
problems resulting from doing an assigned task in the manner learned from 
previous employment and then finding out the current employer wanted the 
task done differently. These findings suggest that employers may not 
be providing adequate employee training (22, pp. 15-17). 
Communication problems appeared on the Michigan farms. Not only 
were farmers hesitant about verbalizing areas of disagreement, but the 
employees were unwilling to express disagreements with employers, too. 
Where more than one employee was working on a farm, employees were more 
willing to point out problems between fellow employees (22, p. 9). 
Given and Hundley, Jr. also found that employees either do not parti­
cipate in the local community or do so only in a limited way. Employees 
were sometimes members of organizations but their involvement was minimal, 
None attended meetings. During days off, most either stayed home or 
visited relatives. Only 2 out of 17 actively participated in any local 
organizations. Few visited other fellow workers in the local community 
(22, p, 22). 
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Wives of the Michigan farm employees tended to be even more isolated. 
Many were not able to drive. They seldom attended P.T.A. and women's 
organization meetings in the community. Discontent of employee wives 
motivated several employees to leave their farm employment (22, p. 23). 
Given and Hundley, Jr. further suggested that as farm operations 
become larger with improved technology, there may be a tendency for the 
farm work situation to look like a mass production process due to more 
division of labor. Work may tend to be more routine and isolated. Living 
on the farm, the employee lacks companions who are similarly engaged in 
routine activities. Hence, if farming becomes more factory-like em­
ployer-employee relations may become even more strained (22, p. 7). 
Of course, the problem of losing individual identity and respect is 
more general and affects nonoccupational aspects of society as well. 
Foa has noted that resources can be classified into six groups. The cir­
cular ordering is from most particularistic to most concreteness. The 
circular ranking is as follows; love, status, information, money, goods, 
and services, with love being the most particular and money being the 
least. He notes that high population density and increased specialization 
in our society has allowed more efficient exchange of universalistic 
(concrete) resources while decreasing the opportunity for exchange of 
particularistic ones. Technology has led to new problems while solving 
old ones (20). 
In summary, results from the detailed farm studies support some of 
the findings from the national studies. Yet, the studies indicate that 
several other on-farm factors apparently contribute to the farm labor 
"shortage". 
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Pay level and conditions appear to be less competitive in farm employ­
ment. However, little or no commuting, no union dues and possible tax 
savings tend to reduce the apparent gap in pay levels. Long, indefinite 
working hours and little time off have probably been discouraging factors 
to those considering employment in farming. Consequently, average pay 
per hour for farm workers has been even less competitive than average 
manufacturing wages. However, averages can be misleading when there is 
a wide range in pay levels. An examination of pay levels by character­
istics of employees, expecially skill level, may be helpful in explaining 
the variation in employee pay. 
The pay package appears to be another source of difficulty in attract­
ing the labor sought by farm employers. Monthly or weekly wage rates are 
common and yet, hourly wage rates may be more attractive to employees. 
Pay by the hour would require more record keeping; however, there would 
tend to be fewer problems associated with changes in seasonal working 
hours and in allowing time off. With an hourly rate, less productive and 
perhaps, irritating jobs would tend to be eliminated or reorganized to 
make more efficient use of labor. 
Incentive plans may be designed to increase production, reduce costs 
OT retain employees. While bonuses may be effective in retaining em­
ployees until the end of the year or production period, they may not be 
effective at increasing work performance. Only about 20 percent of the 
employees in the studies were provided incentive payments. The amounts 
were quite variable. Bonuses were generally provided more often. 
Perquisites or noncash benefits appear to make up an important 
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part of the farm employee package -- averaging between 20 to 30 percent 
of total pay. The farm studies indicated several traditional perquisites 
were still provided such as housing, farm produce, utilities, etc. More 
modem perquisites such as vacation with pay and health insurance were 
provided less frequently. Although the perquisites received by farm 
employees were examined in the studies, perquisites desired by employees 
were not considered. Both perquisites desired and received would be 
important in determining if problems exist in this area. 
The high rate of farm employee turnover on farms studied confirmed 
the existence of problems in hiring and keeping full-time employees. 
The relationship of pay and other factors of farm employment with employee 
turnover was not examined in the literature and yet, such an examination 
could lead to further insights into the farm labor paradox. Status of 
farm employees may be another factor affecting employee turnover. The 
common image of the farm worker is poor and this image is reflected on 
his family. Titles such as "hired hand" or "hired man" do not adequately 
reflect the caliber of skiller workers needed in today's farming. Employer-
employee relations and working conditions are factors which may affect 
employee turnover, too. Knowledge of the four basic needs -- physical, 
security, social and psychological -- are important in managing labor. 
Employer practices and behavior to help employees meet these needs are 
important in retaining employees. Suggested practices and behavior pat­
terns are as follows: 1) develop mutual respect, trust and loyalty; 2) 
develop a cooperative, appreciative attitude toward the employee and be 
diplomatic; 3) plan jobs ahead -- train and supervise accordingly; 4) 
create an atmosphere of team work, productivity and advancement; and 
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5) encourage community ties. Suggested employee working conditions include; 
1) neat, orderly buildings which are in good condition; 2) mechanized equip­
ment to reduce manual work and reduce discomfort; 3) elimination or mini­
mization of hazardous jobs; and 4) provision for sufficient time off and 
paid vacation. Other farm employment conditions which may be attractive 
to potential employees include fresh air, sunshine, job variety, rural 
living, as well as little or no time and cost in driving to and from work. 
Results in the area of employer-employee relations indicate that in­
adequate efforts in this area could be responsible for much of the turn­
over problems of full-time employees. Labor relations or man management 
were found to be the most important in successful farm labor employment. 
Wages were found to be important too but there was no evidence that wages 
could be substituted for good labor relations. 
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OBJECTIVES 
The objectives of the labor study were outlined briefly in the 
introduction. More specifically the objectives are; 
1) explore the existing farm labor situation including skills, 
pay packages, and related problems of hiring full-time 
employees; 
2) apply statistical tools to identify variables significantly 
related to employee pay level and employee turnover; and 
3) suggest some courses of action to improve the efficiency of 
hired full-time labor use on farms. 
The study was made in 13 eastern Iowa counties. Data were obtained 
from both employers and employees. Background information as well as 
employment information was secured. 
Other information obtained from the employers included; 1) types 
and sizes of hog production systems; 2) expected changes in present types 
and sizes of hog production systems; 3) other farm enterprises on hog 
farms; 4) possible internal pecuniary economies of scale; 5) custom ser­
vices purchased or sold, end 6) limitaticns tc further capital expansion. 
The purpose of gathering this data was to consider the productivity of 
labor on differing sizes and types of hog farms. Possible use of this 
data will be discussed in a final section on further research needs. 
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PROCEDURES 
Area of Study Selected 
The area selected for study included the following eastern Iowa 
counties; Benton, Cedar, Clinton, Delaware, Dubuque, Iowa, Jones, 
Johnson, Keokuk, Mahaska, Muscatine, Scott and Washington. The factors 
considered in this selection were; 1) amount of regular farm labor em­
ployed by county, 2) sows farrowed and hogs marketed per acre of farm 
land, 3) costs and time of taking personal interviews, and 4) a desire 
not to interview in north central Iowa due to the higher frequency of 
farm interviews taken in this area. 
First, the number of sow farrowings in the fall of 1966 and the spring 
of 1967 were divided by acres in farm land in 1966 for each county (40, 
pp. 12, 13, 30, 31). The 13 counties had a range of sow farrowings per 
acre of .099 in Benton and Muscatine to .167 in Delaware County. All other 
counties were less concentrated except for Plymouth County in western Iowa. 
Second, hog marketings in 1967 were divided by land in farms in 1967 for 
each county (41, pp. 12, 13, 32, 33). Eleven of the 13 counties selected 
were the most concentrated hog marketing counties except for Sioux, Plymouth 
and Carroll Counties in western Iowa. 
Then an examination was made of the number of farms hiring year-
round (worked 150 days or more) employees and the number of year-round 
employees on these farms by county (72, pp. 280-285). The objective was 
to determine the number of counties that might be necessary to include in 
the study in order to insure that there were sufficient numbers of year-
round workers. 
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The 13 county area was then selected. The basis of selection in­
cluded the above findings on concentration of hogs and number of year-
round workers by counties as well as the time and costs advantages of 
working in just one section of the state, where perhaps fewer farm sur­
veys have been taken. 
Defining and Determining the Population 
The population within this study area was defined as those farms 
farrowing at least 50 litters or feeding out 500 feeder pigs^ and hiring 
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at least five months of labor on full-time basis. 
After contacting a representative of the Iowa Swine Producers 
Association, county extension directors and other sources, a list of hog 
producers was assembled for the 13 county area. In the fall of 1968, a 
trip was made to this area. Local businessmen, bankers, farmers, and 
county extension directors were contacted. The list of names of hog pro­
ducers was amended to delete those not hiring full-time labor on a full-
time basis and to add names of possible qualifying hog producers not on 
the list. Of course, there were uncertainties about the qualifications 
of some farmers and so the names of these were kept on the list. 
^A combination of farrowing and feeder pigs were accepted, e. g . ,  30 
litters farrowed and 200 feeder pigs purchased. 
2 
An attempt was made to exclude farms which employed only seasonal 
workers such as for busy cropping seasons and yet, it was desired to 
include farms which intended to employ year-round labor but had trouble 
keeping employees. 
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Telephone Questionnaire 
A telephone questionnaire^ was constructed and it was designed for 
two purposes. One purpose was to determine whether each farmer on the 
list was actually in the defined population. The second purpose was to 
obtain desired information for stratifying the defined population. This 
information included data on types and sizes of hog operations as well 
as the number of employees and amount of time employed in 1968. 
When the telephoning began, 501 names were on the list. In an 
effort to insure that all qualifying farms were included, several farmers 
in the differing areas were asked if they knew of any farmers in their 
area who may have hired full-time labor and raised hogs in 1968. Twenty-
five other names were added by this method but only four of these actually 
qualified. 
Nine qualifying farm operations on the list were excluded from the 
study. These were nonfamily farms such as the Amana farms and other 
2 
nonfarm businesses with farming operations. One qualifying business 
excluded from the study was a feed company which had sold its hog oper­
ation in 1968. 
Table 11 reflects the dominance of single proprietorship and part­
nership forms of farm organizations in Iowa in 1969. Ninety-nine percent 
of the farms were single proprietorships and partnerships. These farmed 
98 percent of the land. 
^ See Appendix A. 
^It was expected that these types of farm operations would not play 
a dominant role in hog production in the foreseeable future and the labor 
situation on these farms would likely be different from family farms. 
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Table 11. Farms by type of organization, Iowa, 1969.^ 
Type of Number of Acres 
organization farms operated 
Single or family 105,087 26,514,676 
Partnerships 16,965 5,378,611 
Corporations; 
10 or fewer shareholders 553 325,181 
More than 10 shareholders 68 57,614 
Other 822 192,123 
^Source: (73). 
Five hundred twenty-one farmers were telephoned during January and 
February of 1969. Several indicated much interest in the study. Only 
one farmer voluntarily refused. Another one could not be reached because 
he did not have a telephone. In both cases, information from others in 
their areas indicated a low probability of either qualifying. 
A total of 268 farms existed in the defined population for the 13 
county area. Data from the questionnaires were punched on cards for 
summary and sample selection purposes. 
Sample Selection 
Because other farm data were desired in addition to labor data, 
several variables from the questionnaire were considered. These included: 
1) number of man units hired, 2) size of farrowings, 3) number of feeder 
pigs purchased, 4) type of farrowing facilities, 5) number of farrowing 
periods, 6) type of finishing facilities, and 7) percent of time the full­
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time employee worked with the hog operation. 
A "weighted" sample was drawn from the 268 farm operations in the 
defined population. An attempt was made to obtain a balance among the 
variables listed above. It was recognized that this would tend to make 
the sample unrepresentative of the defined population in some respects. 
However, a simple random sample probably would not have yielded the 
desired variation in types and sizes of hog production units. Also, the 
variation in labor skills might have been less without stratification. 
For example, only 22 farms had confinement hog finishing facilities. By 
selecting all of these, more data were available to look at the more 
recent types of hog finishing units. The hired labor on these farms 
would tend to be more skilled, too. 
Another example relates to the size of farrowings. In the sample 
drawn, the number of farm operations with 50-99, 150-199, and 200 or more 
litters farrowed were 23, 20, and 21 respectively. A simple random sample 
would have been expected to give a distribution of 40, 13 and 11 respec­
tively. 
By the aid of a computer, the data secured from the 268 farms were 
cross-classified by the variables of interest. After checking the results, 
the sample was drawn in the following manner. First, the 13 farm oper­
ations with three or more full-time employees and 34 operations with two 
full-time employees were selected. Next, the remaining 17 farms out of 
the 22 with confinement finishing and four farms with automated feeding 
systems were drawn. Then two farm operations which purchased 1,500 or 
more feeder pigs and the five operations which farrowed 250 or more litters 
were selected. Seventeen additional farms were chosen because the employees 
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spent 50 percent or more of their working time with hog operation. Fi­
nally, 15 were drawn at random to bring the sample total to 107 farm 
operations. Statistical considerations of possible biases are discussed 
in Appendix D. 
Survey Schedules 
Two personal interview schedules^ were designed and used to obtain 
information from one farm operator and one full-time employee on each of 
the 107 farms selected. As indicated previously, part of the data ob­
tained from the farm operator was planned for use in further research. 
Survey results in this dissertation will cover the labor section of the 
employer schedule and the entire employee schedule. Questions in these 
sections were mainly designed to obtain data on the following; 1) back­
ground characteristics of the employer, the employee, and the employee's 
wife; 2) pay levels and composition of the pay package; 3) titles of 
employees; 4) availability of employees by skill level; 5) labor prob­
lems — as viewed by employers; and 6) opinions on employer-employee rela­
tions and working conditions -- as viewed by both employers and employees. 
The surveys were personally taken. Due to the opinion questions, 
it was believed that Less bias or at least Less variation in any bias 
would be possible with a single interviewer. 
In taking the surveys, oniy one operator was asked questions when 
there were two or more. There was no set pattern in determining the 
operator interviewed. However, usually the first one contacted was 
^See Appendix B for farm operator interview schedule and Appendix C 
for farm employee interview schedule. 
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interviewed. 
When there were two or more regular employees hired throughout 1968, 
one was drawn at random at the appropriate place during the employer 
interview. Questions were then asked regarding the employee drawn. 
If a farmer had changed employees during 1968, then the one hired 
last was considered for interviewing. If there were three men employed 
in 1968, but one had been hired to replace another, then a random drawing 
was made between the one hired all year and the one hired to replace the 
third employee. The objective of selecting those employed last in 1968 
was to minimize the travel needed to contact employees selected for inter­
viewing. Usually it was not known if the employee selected was still on 
the farm until the employer was asked if the employee could be inter­
viewed at the end of the interview. 
In the situation where one employee was a relative and the other 
was not, then the nonrelative was selected for interviewing. It was 
expected that related employees would have different pay situations and 
relationships with employers than nonrelated employees. 
Most of the survey schedules were taken in April 1969, but it was 
mid-May before they were completed. Fortunately, the weather was too 
rainy for field work while most of the survey schedules were taken. 
Of the 107 operations selected in the sample, three were complete 
refusals. One of these refusals was due to a severe health problem in 
the family. There were five operations eliminated due to hiring only 
close relatives. The operators indicated that pay and/or working rela­
tions were affected by the relationship. Another excluded operation 
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employed a foreign trainee. The pay and relationship again was considered 
abnormal. 
Of the remaining 98 farm operations, interviews were taken from 98 
employers. However, employees were not interviewed on four of the oper­
ations. In two cases, employers refused to grant permission to inter­
view their employees. In respecting their wishes, the two employees 
were not contacted. The other two employee interviews were not taken 
due to the inability to locate one and the distance of the other who was 
in the military service in South Viet Nam. On the four operations where 
the employees were not interviewed, a few employee data were obtained 
from the employer. This included readily known background data such as 
age and education. 
The data from the 98 farm operators and 94 employees were edited, 
coded and punched on cards. A computer program was written to punch cards 
with pre-defined class codes for several variables. With the aid of the 
computer, two way tables were constructed for many of these variables. 
Another computer program was written to determine the average and range 
of one variable by the classes of another variable. Several tables from 
the use of this program will be presented in the following descriptive 
sections of the results. 
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GENERAL FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
General Descriptive Information 
Farm operations 
Single proprietorship was the dominant type of family farm business 
in the study. Seventy-five of the 98 farm operations were of this type. 
Fifteen others were partnerships and four others were a combination part­
nership -- single proprietorship. Of the remaining four farm businesses, 
two were family farm corporations and two others were a combination corp­
oration -- single proprietorship. 
Farm size ranged from 98 to 2,783 acres and averaged 741 acres. The 
average was over three times the average Iowa farm size of 240 acres in 
1968 (42). The expected acreage in 1975 averaged 803 acres on the farms 
studied. The range was 0 to 3,000 acres. A few were planning to quit 
farming. 
The number of farms by farm size classes are presented in Table 12. 
Considering the actual size in 1968 and the expected size in 1975, it 
appeared that larger farmers were planning to become even larger. Due to 
uncertainty caused by many factors, including the availability of land 
and labor, it appeared that the plans were conservatively estimated. 
Only 1 of the 98 farm operations wholly rented land in 1968. How­
ever, 67 operators owned and rented including 53 who operated 500 acres 
or more. Hence, about one-third owned and two-thirds both owned and rented 
land in their operations. Larger farms tended to be in the latter group. 
In 1969, Iowa's 140 thousand farms were about one-half fully owned. 
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Table 12. Number of farms by acreage classes 
Acreage classes 
Nunber of 0-249 250-499 500-749 750-999 1000 or 
Year farms over 
1968 98 5 26 29 18 20 
1975* 98 11 15 30 9 33 
^Planned acreage as of 1969. 
one-fourth fully rented and one-fourth partly owned. However, the part-
owners farmed more land (7.7 million acres) than full-owners (6.0 million 
acres) or tenants (5.6 million acres). 
Characteristics of the farm employers 
Operator age Average age of the 114 operators on the 98 farms 
was 47.7 years. The range of ages was 24 to 80 years, with the youngest 
being on a multiple operator farm (father-son operation). The youngest 
farmer on a single operator far-;: was 29 years. The average age of em­
ployers on the multiple operator and single operator farms were nearly 
identical. 
Average age of farmers studied was slightly less thai the average 
age of all farmers in Iowa in 1964 and 1969. The state average was 48.5 
years for both 1964 and 1969 (73, p. 1). 
Operator education Educalion level of farmers in this study 
appeared to be higher Lh.'.n the ver:i^i Iowa farmer. However, the education 
distribution of farr: operators wilh sales of $40,000 or more ir 1964 indi­
cated a similar education level as those studied (72). 
The average education of employers in the study was 11.8 years and 
range from 6 to 19 years. Sixty-five had a high school education and 
24 others had at least some college. Of these 24, 7 did not sti.dy agri­
culture while in college. 
Formai agricultural education of operators was uncommon. The study 
showed that: 
1) 70 farmers had no formal agricultural education, 
2) 20 had high school vocational agricultural training only, 
3) 10 had college agricultural training only, 
4) 4 had both vocational agriculture and college agricultjre, 
5) 6 had veteran's training in agriculture, and 
6) 3 had both veteran's training and collegc agriculture. 
Recent operator training Sixty-nine of the employers had not re­
ceived any type of formal farm management training in the last five years. 
Of the remaining 45, 22 had participated in adull farm groups; 22 had re-
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taken short courses; and 2 received training from other sources. 
Years of operating a fanri The number of years that farmers had 
operated a farm varied from 1 to 53 and averaged 23.9 years. On multiple 
operator farms, years of operating a farm ranged from 1 to 43 years. On 
single operator farms, farm operating experience ranged from 6 to 53 years. 
Part-time operations and other business activities Of the 114 
farm operators, 24 worked part-time on the farm. Health or age dictated 
a part-time ba?is on 10 farm.s. On other farms, the operator chose 
nonfarm employment and hired full-time farm employees. 
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Although operators were not asked on the survey, they indicated at 
least one operator was engaged in other business activities on 28 of 
the 98 farms. Some of these activities included selling feed, fertilizer, 
seed, insurance, and equipment. In addition to the 14 choosing to oper­
ate part-time, 12 others indicated they maintained other business activ­
ities while operating the farm on a full-time basis. 
Characteristics of full-time employees 
Four employers provided some factual information regarding the four 
employees not interviewed. Hence, some employee data apply to all 98 
employees and other data apply to 94 employees. 
Employee age Age of the full-time employees averaged 39.3 years 
or about eight years younger than the average age of operators. Employee 
ages ranged from 18 to 70 years. The modal age class was 25 to 34 years 
as compared with 45 to 54 years for employers (Table 13). Nearly 50 per­
cent of the employees were under age 35 as compared with only 10 percent 
Employee education Years of formal education ranged from 5 to 
16 years and averaged 9.4 years. Both the range and average of employees' 
education were less than the operators' education. The modal education 
class was 8 years for employees as compared with 12 years for employers. 
The average education levels differed by 2.4 years (Table 14). 
The number of employees with formal agricultural education was quite 
low. Employees had the following types of education: 
1) no formal agricultural education, 72; 
2) high school vocational agricultural training only, 21; 
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3) college agricultural training only, 2; 
4) veteran's training in agriculture only, 1; and 
5) both vocational agriculture and college agriculture, 1. 
Table 13. Age of operators, employees, and employee wives on 98 
eastern Iowa commercial farms 
Age classes 
Ranges Modal Less 
Average of age ^ than 25- 35- 45- 55- 65 or 
Persons age ages class 25 34 44 54 64 more 
Operators 47.7 24-80 45-54 1 11 32 38 26 6 
Employees 39.3 18-70 25-34 14 32 15 16 17 4 
Employee wives 37.4 19-66 
^Class in which greatest frequency occurred. 
Table 14. Education of operators, employees and employee wives on 98 
eastern Iowa commercial farms 
Range Modal Years of education completed 
Average of edu- of edu- 16 or 
Persons education cation cation^ 0-7 8 9-11 12 13-15 more 
Operators 11.8 6-19 12 4 15 6 65 9 15 
Employees 9.4 5-16 8 13 37 19 25 2 2 
Employee 
wives 10.6 3-15 
^Class in which greatest frequency occurred. 
Agricultural education of employers and employees differed mainly 
in regards to the number having had college and veteran's agricultural 
education. Only four employees had training in these areas as compared 
with 24 employers. 
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Skill levels of employees Employers were asked to rate their 
employees in one of three skill levels defined as follows: 
1) semi-skilled: employees having the ability to clean, feed, or 
move animals, haul manure, load bales, scoop grain, plow, disk, 
etc. ; 
2) skilled: employees having the ability to castrate and vaccinate 
animals, sort hogs or select breeding animals, keep records, mix 
and apply chemicals, operate and adjust harvesting equipment, 
repair machinery, etc.; and 
3) managers: employees having the ability to supervise, coordinate, 
and assume the responsibility for a major part of an operation --
including tasks such as analyzing records and deciding on a plan 
and method of production. 
Several employees indicated the categories were too broad. Hence, 
eight classes were delineated from the three classes defined above. The 
number of employees by skill category was as follows: 
1) unskilled, 2; 
2) semi-skilled, 45; 
3) partially skilled, 16; 
4) skilled in crops only, 5; 
5) skilled in livestock only, 5; 
6) skilled (in crops and livestock), 20; 
7) skilled with managerial ability, 4; and 
8) farm manager, 1. 
The semi-skilled, skilled, and manager classes were defined above. 
Two who could not do many of the tasks describing semi-skilled employees 
without close supervision, were listed as unskilled. These were mentally 
handicapped. Sixteen partially skilled employees could do part of the 
jobs of skilled workers, but they were not fully skilled in either crop 
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or livestock activities. Ten operators indicated their employees were 
skilled in either crops or livestock activities but not both. Four 
others were skilled in both but had some managerial responsibilities 
in at least one farm enterprise. 
Higher skilled employees appeared to be slightly younger than lower 
skilled employees. Average age of employees by skill class was as 
follows: 1) semi-skilled, 39.8; 2) partially skilled, 42.8; 3) skilled 
in livestock only, 32.2; 4) skilled in crops only, 36.8; 5) skilled in 
crops and livestock, 38.4; 6) skilled with managerial abilities, 35.2; and 
7) manager, 40 years of age. 
Average education tended to be higher for those with greater skills 
too. The averages were as follows; l) semi-skilled, 8.7 years; 2) par­
tially skilled, 9.4 years; 3) skilled in crops and/or livestock, 10.3 
years; and 4) skilled with at least some managerial responsibilities, 
11.2 years. 
Marital status of employees Eighty of the employees had a rural 
1 2 background. Another 13 had grown up in smaller towns. Only four were 
3 from larger towns and cities. Information on one employee could not be 
obtained. 
^Employees had lived on a farm most of the first 18 years of life, 
2 Small towns were defined as those having less than 10,000 popu­
lation. 
3 Larger towns or cities were defined as those having at least 10,000 
population. 
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Many fathers of employees spent most of their lives working on a 
farm. Two-thirds of the fathers had operated a farm, 32 rented, 27 
owned, and 4 both owned and rented. Fifteen fathers worked for other 
farmers most of their lives and 19 fathers spent most of their lives 
working in nonfarm positions. 
Employment experience The employment and educational experience 
of employees in the previous 10 years were fairly broad. These included: 
1) farm operators, 6; 
2) school, 21; 
3) military experience, 12; 
4) factory work, 15; and 
5) work in other nonfarm positions, 33. 
Nonfarm positions included service station operators, fertilizer distri­
butors, carpenter assistants, and truck drivers. Five employees indi­
cated that they had been unemployed part of the 10 year period. 
With nearly half of the farm employees (43 employees) having 
factory or other nonfarm experience, it appears that several were not 
"trapped" in farming. Evidently the lack of off-farm employment oppor­
tunities or knowledge of such opportunities was not a problem for these 
employees. The skewed age distribution toward the younger classes of 
farm employees indicates that age would not be a major hindrance in ob­
taining nonfarm work either. 
Reasons for farm employment Most of the 94 employees interviewed 
indicated a preference for farm work. They selected the following reasons 
for working on a farm: 
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1) preferred farm work, 79; 
2) trained to do farm work, 15; 
3) could not find another job, 6; 
4) steady work, 4; 
5) family reasons, 5; 
6) health reasons or age, 3; 
7) other reasons, 21; and 
8) no particular reason, 1. 
Forty-six or about half of the employees chose preference for farm 
work as the sole reason for farm employment. Of the 21 employees indi­
cating other reasons for farm work, 17 also indicated a personal prefer-
erce. Similarly, of the 15 selecting farming as the type of work they 
were trained to do, 10 indicated a personal preference for farm work as 
well. 
The five employees who selected family reasons for farm employment 
appeared to be higher skilled employees who placed a high nonmonetary value 
on raising children on a farm. Two skilled employees with managerial abil­
ities indicated they left attractive nonfarm positions to allow their 
children to be with them more of the time and have chores to develop 
attitudes such as responsibility, respect and self-confidence. 
Only one employee indicated the sole reason for farm employment was 
that he could not find any other type of employment. The other five select­
ing this reason listed: personal preference, type of work trained to do, 
age and other reasons. 
Other employment in 1968 Seven employees had off-farm part-time 
jobs in addition to the full-time farm jobs. Four others worked part-time 
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on their own projects. 
Occupational aspirations of employees When asked about the type of 
work they planned to do in the future, employee responses were as follows; 
1) same position, 47; 2) became farm operator, 21; 3) take a nonfarm job, 
14; 4) become a farm manager, 6; 5) continue on a part-time basis in same 
position, 3; 6) become a herdsman, 1; 7) take some other farm position; 1; 
and 8) none, 1. 
Some employees aspiring to become farm operators were concerned about 
acquiring sufficient resources to start farming on their own. A few were 
working into this position at interview time and were receiving financial 
support either from their employers or from an outside source. 
Three older employees were hoping to continue in a part-time capacity 
as long as possible. Some older employees have not acquired sufficient re­
sources for retirement and find Social Security payments disappointingly 
low. They are "forced" to keep working if they desire to maintain a stan­
dard of living comparable to the period when they worked full-time. 
One employee with no future job plans suffered a back injury in a 
farm accident. His wife was making a living for the family and he was 
taking care of the children. 
Employees desiring to move up the ladder in farm employment or seek­
ing nonfarm jobs tended to be younger. The average age of employees by 
type of occupational aspiration was as follows: 1) same position, 45.4 
years; 2) part-time farm employment, 67.0 years; 3) farm operator, 29.9 
years; 4) farm manager, 31.7 years; and 5) herdsman or other farm position 
25.0 years. 
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Nonfarm jobs sought Ten of the 94 farm workers (11 percent) 
interviewed had looked for a nonfarm job in 1968. They averaged 30 years 
of age, somewhat younger than the average of 39.3 years. They were nearly 
as well educated, having 9.2 years of formal education, as compared with 
9,4 years for the average. They also were employed closer to potential 
nonfarm job opportunities. Average distance to a population center of 
20,000 or more was 21.9 miles for those seeking nonfarm employment as 
compared with 26.6 miles for others in the sample. 
The larger towns included Cedar Rapids, Des Moines, Iowa City, 
Davenport, Dubuque, Waterloo, Muscatine and Ottumwa. Farms included in 
the study ranged from 2 to 45 miles and averaged 25.6 miles from the 
closest large town. 
Employee tenure The length of time which the employees had worked 
on the 98 farms varied greatly. The time period (tenure) ranged from one 
month to 33 years and averaged 57 months or just under 5 years. For the 
82 not selected for interviewing, tenure ranged from one month to 28 
years and averaged 62 months or just over 5 years. 
Employees with greater skills tended to have worked longer on the 
same farm. Semi-skilled and unskilled workers had an average tenure of 
44 months. Those with greater skills had an average tenure of 69 months. 
Characteristics of full-time employee wives 
Past residence Employee wives were less frequently reared in 
rural areas than their husbands (Table 15). Fifty of the 81 wives had 
spent most of their first 18 years on a farm. Nineteen others had mainly 
lived in small towns. Eleven were from cities or towns over 10,00 in 
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population and information on one was not available. 
Table 15. Past residence (prior to 18 years of age) of all full-time 
farm employees, married farm employees, and wives of married 
employees on 98 eastern Iowa commercial farms 
Small town Large town 
Persons Rural 
(10,000 
persons or 
less) 
(above 
10,000 
persons) Unknown Total 
All employees 80 13 4 1 98 
Married employees 67 10 3 1 81 
Wives of employees 50 19 11 1 81 
Age and education Age of employee wives ranged from 19 to 66 
years and averaged 37.4 years or about two years younger than all employees 
(Table 13). However, educational level of the wives was higher, averaging 
10.6 years as compared with 9.4 years for employees. The range of edu­
cation was lower for the wives, varying from 3 to 15 years (Table 14). 
Employment of employee wives Fifty of the 81 wives were not em­
ployed during 1968. Twenty-nine worked off the farm. Most of these 
worked either part of the year on a full-time basis or regularly on a part-
time basis. The work ranged from factory jobs and cooks in resturants to 
nursing. Another wife worked for the farm operator - nd information on 
one was not available. A few of the off-farm working wives did odd jobs 
for the farm operator, too. 
The number of weeks worked ranged from 2 to 52 weeks and averaged 
32.7 weeks in 1968 for 27 of the wives. The number of hours worked per 
week varied from 6 to 64 hours and averaged 37.8 hours. Income received 
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by 28 of the working wives ranged from $100 to $7,800 and averaged $1,879. 
Family working patterns 
Wives of operators worked on only 29 farms. Thirty of 112 wives 
were working. The most common type of work was keeping records. How­
ever, a few were active in other farm activities such as helping care for 
sows and pigs at farrowing time. 
Forty farms had children over 14 years who worked part-time on the 
farm in 1968.^ Twenty-five had one part-time working child. On the 
other 15 farms, 13 had two, and 2 had three children working part-time. 
Most of this labor was available during the summer months. 
Eleven farm operations had part-time family help other than wives 
or children. These workers were usually older parents. 
Considering all sources of family labor, 36 farms did not use any 
part-time family labor. Of the other 62 farms, 35 had one, 20 had two, 
5 had three and 2 had four part-time family workers. These workers con-
2 
Farm operators noted different working relationships with their full-
time working sons. Four farm operators classified sons as full-time 
family labor. Four other sons were full-time operators in business with 
their fathers. Five operators classified sons as full-time farm employees. 
Even though some operations were excluded due to hiring close relatives, 
these farms employed unrelated men as well. 
Four children included were slightly under 14 years of age but the 
operator indicated that they were able to contribute work comparable to 
at least a 14 year old. 
^See Appendix E for the method used in determining man-months of labor. 
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Part-time hired labor 
Sixty-five or two-thirds of the farms hired part-time labor in 
addition to the full time labor. The number of part-time workers ranged 
up to 15 and averaged slightly less than three per farm on the 65 farms, 
Man-months worked by part time employees ranged up to 22 and averaged 
3.0 on the 65 farms or 2.0 over all 98 farms (Table 16). 
Table 16. Number of hired part-time workers and man-months these 
workers wer; employed on 98 eastern Iowa commercial farms 
Average Average on 65 
over all farms hiring 
Item Range 98 farms part-time labor 
Persons per farm 0-15 1.8 2.6 
Man-months of part-
time labor hired 0-22 2.0 3.0 
The amount of part-time labor hired appeared to be related to total 
farm labor use. The amount of part-time labor increased with higher labor 
usage classes. Farms with less than 24 man-months of total labor hired 
.8 man-months of part-time hired labor (Table 17). At the other extreme, 
farms with 60 or more man-months of total labor averaged 5.7 man-months 
of part-time labor hired» 
Summary 
Farm operations in the study were family farms. Single proprietor­
ships were the most common type of organization. Size of farms averaged 
741 acres or over three times the State average in 1968. Over two-thirds 
of Lhe larmcra Lr. the study were part-owners. As true for the State, part-
owners operated larger acreages than full-owners. 
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Table 17. Man-months of part-time labor hired by classes of total labor 
used on 98 eastern Iowa commercial farms 
Classes of total man-months of labor used on the farm 
Less 
than 24- 30- 36- 42- 48- 60 or 
Item 24 29.99 35.99 41.99 47.99 59.99 more 
Number of 
farms 9 27 18 
Man-months 
of part-
time labor 
hired .8 1.1 1.6 
19 5 12 & 
1.9 2.7 2.9 5.7 
There were 1]4 operators on the 98 farms. Their average age was 47. 
years or slightly less than the State average of 48.5 years in 1964 and 
1969. A high school education was the most common level of education. 
The average education was 11,8 years. This level of education appears to 
be higher than the State average but similar to Iowa farmers with sales 
of $40,000 or more. 
Less than 4Û percent of the employers nad any formal agriculcurai 
education. About the same percent had participated in formal farm manage 
ment training during the preceeding five years. 
Nearly 30 percent of the farmers were engaged in other business 
activities such as selling feed, fertilizer and equipment. Two possible 
reasons for outside business activities include better utilization of 
management ability and reduced income uncertainties. 
Employees averaged 39.3 years of age or about 8 years yourger than 
their employers. Also, 50 percent of the employees were under 35 as 
compared with 10 percent of the operators. 
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Education of employees averaged 9.4 years, 2.4 years less than em­
ployers. Most had no formal agricultural education but of the 25 employ­
ees who had, 21 reported enrollment in high school vocational agriculture. 
Skill level of employees in the study ranged from unskilled to 
managerial. The most frequent skill level found was semi-skilled or those 
able to support skilled employees or farm operators in farming activities. 
Some evidence of labor specialization appeared as some employees were 
skilled only in crops and others were skilled only in livestock production. 
Higher skilled employees appeared to be slightly younger and more educated. 
Eighty-three percent of the employees were married and 82 percent 
came from rural backgrounds. Nearly half of the employees had worked in 
a factory and/or some other nonfarm position during the preceding 10 
years. Hence, it appeared that several employees were not "trapped" in 
farming. Employee age was not expected to be a hindrance in obtaining a 
nonfarm job for most of the employees either. 
Eighty-four percent of the employees interviewed indicated that pref­
erence for farm work was one reason for working on a farm. Few had any 
off-farm part-time employment. 
Forty-seven employees were planning to stay in the same employment 
position in farming. Another 21 were planning to become farm operators 
and 6 were planning to become farm managers. Fourteen planned to take 
or had already taken nonfarm jobs when interviewed. 
Ten employees had looked for nonfarm jobs in 1968. These were 
younger but slightly less educated than the otherso 
The tenure of all full-time employees on the 98 farms was 5 years 
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and ranged from one month to 33 years. The tenure of the 98 employees 
interviewed was 57 months. 
Higher skilled workers tended to have been working longer on the 
same farm. Semi-skilled and unskilled workers had been employed an 
average of 44 months while those with greater skills had an average 
tenure of 69 months. 
Wives of the employees were younger and more educated than their 
husbands. Average age of the wives was 37.4 years or two years younger. 
Average education was 10.6 years or one year greater. Fewer wives had 
rural backgrounds than their husbands. 
Thirty of the 81 wives had been employed in 1968. One had worked for 
the farm employer only and the others had worked off the farm. Most 
wives worked only part of 1968 or on a part-time basis. Income ranged 
from $100 to $7,800 and averaged $1,879. 
The family working pattern varied on the farms employing full-time 
labor. On 37 percent of the farms, no family members were working part-
time. Thirty-six percent had only one and 20 percent had two part-time 
family workers. Employer wives worked on 30 percent of the farms in 1968. 
Part-time hired labor was employed on two-thirds of the farms. An 
average of 3 workers were hired on each of the 65 farms and these worked 
an average of 3 man-months. More part-time labor appeared to be hired 
on farms with greater total labor usage. 
Pay Levels of Full-time Farm Employees 
As in other studies, much variation in employee pay levels was 
found. Although the overall pay averages were examined, differences in 
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wages and other benefits were also examined. Differences in pay packages 
were examined by employee skill, age, education, marital status and ten­
ure as well as number of full-time man-units hired and distance to a 
city or larger town. 
The value of employee pay packages were considered in three parts: 
1) salary or wages, 2) other cash payments, and 3) perquisites or non­
cash payments. Other dollar extras included bonuses, incentive payments, 
overtime pay, and the employee's share of PICA taxes. Perquisites in­
cluded a house, room and board, farm foods, utilities, etc. 
To expedite the analysis, salaries were converted to annual, monthly, 
and hourly bases. Other dollar payments and the value of perquisites 
were considered on an annual basis. Total value of the pay package was 
examined on an annual and hourly basis. 
Twenty-seven employees had worked less than 49 weeks during the 
calendar year of 1968. Their salaries, other dollar payments, and per­
quisites were adjusted to an annual basis. Most adjustments were obtained 
by dividing the value of the benefits by the fractional part of the year. 
However, some nonwage benefits paid only occasionally were adjusted ac­
cording to the value of the usual benefits provided such as pork, beef, 
insurance premiums, and bonuses. Most comments in this section will per­
tain to the adjusted pay of the 98 employees. However, for the purpose of 
comparison, some data will be presented on the actual pay of the 71 em­
ployees who worked 49 weeks or more in 1968. 
Cash wages and other dollar extras 
Cash wages or salary averaged $320 per month and ranged from $78 to 
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$520. On an hourly basis, wages averaged $1.31. Employers' estimates 
of the employee work week averaged 57 hours. 
Value of other dollar payments ranged from zero to $2,666 and aver­
aged $539 annually for the 98 employees. Overall, incentive payments 
averaged $212, bonuses averaged $202, and over-time pay plus employees' 
share of FICA taxes paid by employers amounted to $125. 
All cash payments (salary and other dollar payments) averaged $4,377 
annually. On an hourly basis, total cash payments ranged from $.43 to 
$2.84 and averaged $1.49. 
Other cash benefits of the 71 employees working 49 weeks or more 
ranged from $52 to $2,666 and averaged $735. Bonuses averaged $218, 
incentive payments averaged $268, and over-time pay plus employees' share 
of FICA taxes paid by employers amounted to $249. The difference in other 
cash payments accounted for nearly all of the difference in average total 
pay for the 71 employees as compared with all 98 employees. 
Value of perquisites 
In addition to cash wages and other cash benefits, most farm employees 
received perpuisites or noncash benefits such as a house, room and board, 
farm foods, utilities and other items. Many employees particularly higher 
skilled employees, appeared appreciative of the perquisites received. 
Perquisites as well as other employee pay components were evaluated 
by farm employers. As noted in the review of literature, Saupe e_t al. 
found very small differences in employer and employee estimated values of 
perquisites (61, p. 13). While interviewing employees, it was found that 
some farm employers failed to include such items as gifts to employees' 
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children, employer paid activities for the employee and his family, and 
similar items. Thus, any higher estimated value of perquisites by em­
ployers was assumed to be offset by items excluded from the list of 
benefits. 
The average annual value of perquisites was $1,403 for the 98 em­
ployees. Nearly half ($633) was for housing. Other average evaluations 
included; 1) farm foods, $249, 2) utilities, $208, 3) room and board, 
$76, 4) board, $58, and 5) other, $179. The 71 employees who worked 49 
weeks or more during 1968 received perquisites valued slightly less at 
$1,383. 
Total pay levels 
For the 98 employees, average pay (cash and noncash) amounted to 
$5,780 per year and ranged from $1,857 to $8,840. Only two employees 
received pay packages valued less than $3,000. Physical or mental limita­
tions of the two employees accounted for at least part of the lower pay. 
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averaged $5,975 or $195 more than the average pay for all 98. Non-wage 
cash payments accounted for most of the difference. 
On an hourly basis, total pay averaged $1.98 and ranged from 77 cents 
to $3.70. Despite this wide range, both the highest and lowest paid em­
ployees appeared quite satisfied with their employment. The individual 
receiving a pay package valued at $3.70 per hour was younger, married, 
and was employed about 10 miles from a major population center. The 
lowest paid employee was elderly, single, worked 80 hours per week 
voluntarily and was employed over 40 miles from a major population center 
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(population of 20,000 or more). The satisfaction of the lower paid 
employee indicates that other factors besides pay may be important in 
successfully employing full-time farm labor. 
One problem in comparing pay levels of farm and nonfarm workers is 
that a substantial proportion of farm pay is in the form of perquisites. 
Twenty-four percent of the total pay package was in the form of perqui­
sites. Salaries made up 67 percent and other dollar payments accounted 
for 9 percent. 
Eleven employees who worked part-time off the farm had a combined 
income of $1,721 from this source. The overall average of off-farm in­
come was $18 per employee. 
Pay by skill levels 
Employee pay levels varied as skills varied. The main variation 
was a result of differences in wages and other dollar benefits. Average 
cash payments were higher as skill levels increased. However, due to 
other factors, there was variation witnin skill classes. 
In Table 18, average pay components are listed by two skill cate­
gories. The 47 in the semi-skilled category include the two unskilled 
employees. The 51 employees in the skilled category include partially 
skilled and higher skilled classes. In Table 19, this higher skill cate­
gory is broken down into the five classes including: partially skilled, 
skilled (crops and livestock or general), skilled (crops), skilled (live­
stock) and skilled-managerial. Most comments will be in regards to the 
two skill categories. However, a few comments will pertain to the skill 
classes within the higher skill category. 
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Table 18. Average pay and working hours of 98 employees on eastern 
Iowa commercial farms by skill category, 1968 
Skill categories 
Factor 
Semi­
skilled Skilled 
Overall 
average 
Number of employees 47 51 
Hours worked per week 56 58 
Salary 
Monthly $298 $339 
Annually $3585 $4072 
Hourly $1.25 $1.37 
Other cash benefits $307 $752 
Incentives 47 364 
Bonuses 134 264 
PICA taxes and 
overtime 126 124 
Total cash payments 
Annually $3892 $4824 
Hourly $1.35 $1.62 
Value of perquisites 
(noncash extras) $1352 $1450 
Total value of pay 
package 
Annually $5244 $6274 
Hourly $1.83 $2.12 
Percent of total pay 
from: 
Salary 68 65 
Cash benefits 6 12 
Perquisites 26 23 
98 
57 
$320 
$3838 
$1.31 
$539 
212 
202 
125 
$4377 
$1.49 
$140: 
$5780 
$1.98 
67 
9 
24 
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Table 19. Average pay and working hours of 98 employees on eastern 
Iowa commercial farms by selected skill classes, 1968 
Skill classes 
Partially Skilled Skilled Skilled Skilled-
Factor skilled (general) (crops) (livestock) managerial 
Number of employees 
Hours worked per week 
Salary 
Monthly 
Annually 
Hourly 
Annual other 
cash benefits 
Incentives 
Bonuses 
PICA taxes and 
overtime 
16 
56 
321 
3855 
1.35 
539 
279 
161 
99 
Total cash payments 
Annually 4394 
Hourly 1.53 
Value of perquisites 1283 
package 
Annually 5677 
Hourly 1.98 
Percent of total pay 
from: 
Salary 68 
Cash benefits 9 
Perquisites 23 
20 
59 
342 
4102 
1.37 
662 
262 
315 
85 
47 64 
1 . 6 0  
1500 
6264 
2 . 1 1  
65 
11 
24 
5 
62 
366 
4392 
1.38 
90S 
200 
406 
302 
5300 
1 . 6 6  
1669 
6969 
2 . 2 0  
63 
13 
24 
5 
58 
334 
4008 
1.33 
1058 
527 
260 
271 
5066 
1 . 6 8  
1697 
6763 
2.23 
59 
16 
25 
5 
58 
367 
4400 
1.46 
1329 
1040 
255 
34 
5729 
1.90 
1316 
7045 
2.34 
62 
19 
19 
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Salaries averaged $41 per month and $.12 per hour higher for those 
in the higher skill category. The hours worked per week averaged 58 for 
the higher skilled group and 56 for the lower skilled group. Within the 
higher skill category, those skilled in crops averaged the greatest num­
ber of hours worked per week at 62. 
Annual other dollar payments received by those in the higher skilled 
group ($752) were over twice as high as those in the lower skilled group 
($307). Incentive payments accounted for most of this difference. Incen­
tive payments averaged $364 for the higher skilled group as compared to 
$47 for the lower skilled group. Thus, incentive payments accounted for 
nearly half of the other cash payments received by the higher skilled 
group as compared to only 15 percent by the lower skilled group. Bonuses 
accounted for the rest of the difference in other dollar payments, aver­
aging $264 for the skilled and $134 for the semi-skilled groups. The 
semi-skilled group received nearly the same amount but a much greater pro­
portion of their other dollar payments (41 percent) in the form of over­
time pay and employees' share of FICA taxes. Over-time and employees' 
share of FICA tax payments to the skilled group accounted for only 16 per­
cent of their cash extras. 
Within the higher skill category there was much variation in other 
dollar payments by skill classes (Table 19). Other dollar payments tended 
to increase with higher skill classes. Those skilled in crops only and 
livestock only appeared to receive higher other cash payments than those 
skilled in both (general). Those skilled in crops received the largest 
amount of cash extras in the form of bonuses while those skilled in live­
stock received the largest amount of other cash benefits in the form of 
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incentive pay. Over three-fourths of the other dollar payments received 
by skilled employees with managerial abilities was in the form of incen­
tive payments. 
Differences found in the level of incentive pay may have economic 
significance. Timely decisions at farrowing time or at the outbreak of 
a disease are difficult to assign to an employee. However, an alert, 
skilled employee may be effectively motivated to detect these problem 
situations and to respond quickly to solve or obtain help to solve the 
problems. The result may mean increased production and reduced costs or 
carelessness. In view of some problems experienced by employers, it is 
important that each plan is carefully designed to achieve the desired 
results and benefits accrue to both the employer and the employee. 
Total cash payments (wages and other dollar payments) annually 
averaged $4,824 for the higher skilled group and $3,892 for the lower 
skilled group. The hourly rate of cash payments was $1.62 and $1.35 
respectively. Within the higher skill category, average hourly pay ranged 
from $1.53 for those in the partially skilled class to $1.90 for those 
in the skilled-managerial class. 
The average annual value of perquisites differed by only $98 for the 
two skill categories. The higher skilled group averaged $1,450 in perqui­
sites and the lower skilled group averaged $1,352. 
Wages, other cash benefits and noncash benefits were all greater for 
the higher skilled group than the lower skilled group. After summing these 
components, average total pay differed by over $1,000. The higher skilled 
group received a pay package averaging $6,274 in value, compared with 
$5,244 for the lower skilled group. On an hourly basis, the pay levels 
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averaged $2.12 and $1.83 for those in the higher and lower skill cate­
gories respectively. Within the higher skilled group, average total 
pay ranged from $5,677 annually ($1.98 hourly) for the partially skilled 
class to $7,045 annually ($2.34 hourly) for the skilled-managerial class. 
Considering the composition of the pay packages, the lower skilled 
group received a larger proportion of their pay in the form of wages 
and perquisites and a lower proportion of their pay in the form of other 
dollar payments than the higher skilled group. Sixty-eight percent of 
the pay package received by the semi-skilled group was in the form of 
wages and 26 percent was in the form of perquisites. The skilled group 
received three percent less of their total pay in the form of wages and 
three percent less in the form of perquisites; however, six percent more 
of their pay was in the form of other dollar payments. 
Off-farm wages averaged $32 for all in the lower skill category 
and only $6 for all in the higher skill category. Combining off-farm 
pay with farm pay, total pay for the two skill groups still differed by 
$1,004. 
Pay package by marital status 
As indicated in Table 20, pay also differed substantially between 
married and single employees. The average value of the pay package was 
lower for single employees than for married employees. 
Single employee wages averaged $276 per month while married employees 
wages averaged $329. The number of hours worked per week were nearly the 
same at 58 hours for single employees and 57 hours for married employees. 
Hourly salary levels averaged $1.15 for single employees and $1.34 for 
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married employees. 
Annual other dollar payments averaged over $250 higher for married 
employees. Married employees averaged $583 while single employees aver­
aged $326 annually. 
The combined salary and other cash benefits averaged $3,661 for 
Table 20. Average pay and working hours of 98 employees on eastern 
Iowa commercial farms by marital status, 1968 
Marital status Overall 
Factor Single Married average 
Number of employees 
Hours worked per week 
Salary or wages: 
Monthly 
Annually 
Hourly 
Other cash benefits 
Total cash payments 
Annually 
Hourly 
Value of perquisites 
Annually 
Total value of pay 
package 
Annually 
Hourly 
Percent of total pay 
Salary 
Other cash 
Perquisites 
17 
58 
276 
3335 
1.15 
326 
3661 
1.25 
1009 
4670 
1.59 
71 
7 
22 
81 
57 
329 
3944 
1.34 
583 
4526 
1.54 
1486 
6013 
2 . 0 6  
65 
10 
25 
98 
57 
320 
3838 
1.31 
539 
4377 
1.49 
1403 
5780 
1.98 
67 
9 
24 
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single employees and $4,526 annually for married employees. On an 
hourly basis, single full-time workers received $1.25 and married full-
time workers received $1.54 in total cash payments. 
Married employees also received more perquisites than the single 
employees. The average value of perquisites was $1,486 per year for 
married employees and $1,009 per year for single employees. 
Different types of perquisites were usually given to single and 
married employees. Over 60 percent of the value of perquisites received 
by single employees was in the form of room and board or board only. 
Use of houses^ (housing) accounted for 20 percent of the single employees' 
perquisites. For married employees, housing accounted for nearly 50 per­
cent of the value of perquisites. Utilities accounted for nearly 20 
percent and farm food accounted for over 20 percent of the value of 
perquisites. 
The value of the average pay package received by married and single 
employees differed by over $1,300 annually. Total pay of married em­
ployees averaged $6,013 as compared with $4,670 for single employees. 
On an hourly basis, average pay was $1.59 for single and $2.06 for married 
employees. 
Single employees received a higher proportion of their pay package 
from salaries and a lower proportion from other dollar extras and per­
quisites than married employees. Wages accounted for 71 percent of the 
pay package for single and 65 percent for married employees. Other cash 
^Some employers allowed single employees to live in available 
farm houses acquired with additional land brought into the farming 
operation. 
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benefits accounted for 7 percent of single employees' pay as compared 
with 10 percent of married employees* pay. Similarly, the average 
value of perquisites accounted for 22 percent of total pay for single 
employees and 25 percent for married employees. 
The 17 single employees received over one-half of all income from 
outside employment. The average off-farm income was $56 for single 
employees as compared with $10 for married employees. 
Pay by age classes 
Age was another classification variable used in investigating the 
variation in pay level. In general, the young and the old were receiv­
ing a lower pay level than those who were middle aged. 
A major break in average salaries came between the 35 to 44 and 
the 45 to 54 age classes (Table 21). Employees under 45 average more 
than those 45 or over. The three lower age classes; under 25, 25 to 
34 and 35 to 44 received monthly salaries averaging $348, $326 and $359 
respectively. The three higher c.gz clesscs: 45 tc 54, 55 to 6^^ and 
above 64 received monthly salaries averaging $303, $300 and $171 respect­
ively. Hourly salaries were correspondingly lower for the latter three 
age classes. 
Employees who were 65 or older averaged the fewest number of hours 
worked per week. This was partly due to health limitations. Also, 
Social Security payment conditions discouraged these employees from 
working additional hours. 
The average amount of other dollar benefits was relatively low 
for both those under 25 and those 65 or over. These groups received 
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Table 21. Average pay and 
Iowa commercial 
working hours of 98 employees on eastern 
farms by age of workers, 1968 
Factor 
Number of 
employees 
Under 
25 
Age classes 
25-34 35-44 3-54 55-64 
65 and Overall 
over average 
IT 
Hours worked 
per week 58 
32 
55 
15 
59 
16 
58 
Salary 
Monthly $348 $326 
Annually $4206 $3915 
Hourly $1.41 $1.38 
Other cash 
benefits $184 $757 $720 $534 
Total cash 
benefits 
Annually $4390 
Hourly $1.47 
Value of 
perquisites 
Annually $1084 
Total pay 
package 
Hourly 
$4672 $5024 $4167 
$1.65 $1.64 $1.42 
$6215 
$1.83 $2.20 $2.14 $ 
Percent of 
total pay 
from; 
Salary 77 
Other cash 3 
Psrquisitss20 
17 
59 
$359 $303 $300 
$4304 $3633 $3597 
$1.40 $1.23 $1.19 
$350 
$3947 
$1.30 
$1543 $1508 $1620 $1091 
$6532 $5787 $5038 
1.96 $1.67 
46 
$171 
$2048 
$ .82  
$170 
$2218 
$.89 
$1466 
$368^ 
$1.50 
98 
57 
$320 
$3838 
$1.31 
$539 
$4377 
$1.49 
$1403 
$5780 
$1.98 
63 66 63 71 55 67 
12 11 9 7 5 9 
25 23 28 22 40 24 
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other cash benefits averaging $184 and $170 respectively. Those in the 
age classes 25 to 34 and 35 to 44 averaged the larger amounts of cash 
extras, receiving $757 and $720 respectively. 
Average cash pay (wages and other dollar payments) varied widely 
between age classes. Employees between 35 and 44 years of age averaged 
$5,024 as compared with $2,218 received by those 65 years or older. 
Employees in the age class 25 to 34 received the next highest annual 
amount of cash benefits ($4,672). However, on an hourly basis, the 25 
to 34 age class received cash benefits averaging $1.65 as compared with 
$1.64 for those between 35 and 44 years of age. The average cash pay­
ments dropped to $1.30 per hour for those between 55 and 64, and 89 
cents for those over 65 years of age. 
The annual value of non-cash extras were relatively higher in the 
age classes 25 to 34, 35 to 44, 45 to 54 and 65 and over. Employees in 
these classes received perquisites with average values of over $1,450. 
Employees under 25 years and those between 55 and 64 received perquisites 
averaging less than $1,100 in value. 
Differences in family needs is perhaps one reason for the variation 
in noncash extras received. Employees between 25 and 54 were usually 
married and had children at home. In these age classes employer paid 
utility bills were higher and the value of farm foods was greater than 
for the other age classes. Many under 25 were single and did not have 
large family needs. Employees between 55 and 64 would probably have 
fewer family demands since most of their children would be grown. Em­
ployees who were 65 or older would normally have fewer non-cash needs 
as well. However, Social Security stipulations on maximum earnings 
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encourages elderly workers to take compensation or "gifts" in the form of 
televisions, cars, etc. Many farm employers continue hiring these elderly 
workers and adjust their farm enterprises accordingly. Without the income 
from working, many of these employees would probably retire into poverty 
or a lower standard of living since most have few or no life savings. 
The lowest average pay level ($3,684) was received by those 65 years 
and over. Farm employees between 35 and 44 years of age received the 
highest level of total pay, averaging $6,532 annually. Average pay levels 
of those in the 25 to 34 and 45 to 54 age classes were the next highest. 
On an hourly basis, employees between 25 and 34 averaged the highest 
total pay with $2.20. Those between 35 and 44 years of age received the 
next highest average pay ($2.14). Due to fewer hours worked by those 
65 or over, their total pay on an hourly basis was only 17 cents less 
than the average pay received by employees between 55 and 64 years of age. 
The proportion of total pay in the form of salaries was the highest 
for the age group under 25 and the lowest for the age group 65 years and 
over. The percentages were 77 and 55 respectively. The 55 to 64 age 
class received the next highest proportion of pay in the form of wages 
with 71 percent in this form. 
Other dollar extras made up 12 percent of the pay package for those 
between 25 and 34 years of age as compared with only 3 percent for those 
under 25. For the higher age classes, the proportion of other cash bene­
fits dropped steadily from 11 percent for those between 35 and 44 years 
to 5 percent for those 65 and over. 
Perquisites accounted for 40 percent of the pay package for those 
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65 and over. The lowest proportion was received by those under 25 years 
of age (20 percent). 
Outside income of farm employees was mainly received by those under 
25. This group averaged $94 for the year. 
Pay by employee tenure 
Tenure of an employee was defined as the amount of time an employee 
had worked for the farm employer in the study. As indicated previously, 
employee tenure ranged from 1 month to 33 years 
In considering the variation in income by employee tenure, six ten­
ure classes were constructed. These classes included: less than one 
year, 1 to 1.99 years, 2 to 2.99 years, 3 to 4.99 years, 5 to 9.99 years, 
and 10 or more years. 
Monthly salary averages by tenure classes followed a pattern similar 
to that observed in employee age classes (Table 22). Monthly wages of 
employees working less than one year on the farm averaged $326. The high­
est average wages were paid to vcrkir.g from I to 1,99 years and 2 
to 2.99 years. These averaged $339 and $340 per month respectively. 
Monthly wages trended downward for tenure classes above three years with 
those employed 10 years or more averaging the lowest at $285. 
Employees with five or more years of tenure averaged fewer number 
of hours worked per week and thus the average salaries were less variable 
on an hourly basis. The hourly rate ranged from $1.39 for the group with 
between one and two years tenure to $1.20 for the group with 10 or more 
years tenure. 
There are at least three possible reasons for the downward trend in 
Table 22. Average pay and working hours of 98 employees on eastern Iowa commercial farms by tenure 
of employees, 1968 
Employee tenure classes 
Factor 
Less 
than 1 
1 to 
1.9 
L to 
2.9 
3 to 
4.9 
5 to 
9.9 
iU or 
more 
Overall 
average 
Number of employees 19 17 6 28 12 16 98 
Hours worked per week 56 57 59 59 54 55 57 
Salary 
Monthly 
Annually 
Hourly 
$326 
$3936 
$1.38 
$339 
$4073 
$1.39 
$340 
$4083 
$1.32 
$325 
$3899 
$1.29 
$305 
$ 3658 
$1.28 
$285 
$3415 
$1.20 
$320 
$3838 
$1.31 
Other cash benefits 
Annually $296 $432 $747 $571 $727 $663 $539 
Total cash benefits 
Annually 
Hourly 
$4232 
$1.49 
$4505 
$1.54 
$4830 
$1.57 
$4470 
$1.47 
$4385 
$1.53 
$4078 
$1.43 
$4377 
$1.49 
Value of perquisites 
Annually $1384 $1203 $1157 $1579 $1199 $1574 $1403 
Total pay package 
Annually 
Hourly 
$5616 
$1.97 
$5707 
$1.95 
$5987 
$1.96 
$6049 
$1.99 
$5584 
$1.97 
$5652 
$1.99 
$5780 
$1.98 
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salaries as tenure of employees increases. One reason is that higher 
wages may have been necessary in more recent years to attract employee 
replacements as nonfarm wage rates have risen. Also, those employed more 
years may be older and thus have fewer employment opportunities. A third 
reason is that those with longer tenure may be more satisfied with the 
employment atmosphere and may place a higher value on nonmonetary factors 
of farm employment. Nonmonetary factors could include community ties, 
close friendships with employer's family and special considerations from 
the employer in time of need. Due to factors such as these, employees 
may be less willing to seek higher paying jobs. 
Other components of the pay package tended to be larger as tenure 
of employees increased. Consequently, as noted in Table 22, the average 
value of total pay on an hourly basis was nearly the same for all tenure 
classes. The range in average pay by tenure classes was $1.95 to $1.99 
per hour. 
The above findings suggest that full-time farm workers may lack an 
adequate program of advancement, or such programs are inadequate to keep 
pace with the rising salaries being paid employee replacements. 
Pay by distance to nearest city 
Another factor considered in analyzing the employee pay level was 
the difference in pay by distance to a population center of 20,000 or 
more persons. As indicated in Table 23, employees working closer to 
larger towns or cities tended to receive higher pay. Knowledge and 
availability of alternative nonfarm employment opportunities was probably 
a major factor. Farm employers who were living closer to larger 
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Table 23. Average pay and working hours of 98 employees on eastern 
Iowa commercial farms by distance to city (population of 
Distance to city 
Factor 
0-9 
miles 
10-19 
miles 
20-29 
miles 
30-39 
miles 
40-45 
miles 
Overall 
average 
Number of 
employees 10 17 30 33 8 98 
Hours worked 
per week 55 55 58 56 60 57 
Salary ($) 
Monthly 
Annually 
Hourly 
343 
4121 
1.45 
323 
3879 
1.36 
323 
3876 
1.28 
313 
3770 
1.30 
296 
3551 
1.18 
320 
3838 
1.31 
Other cash 
benefits ($) 
Annually 421 486 677 504 421 539 
Total cash 
benefits ($) 
Annually 
Hourly 
4542 
1.61 
4365 
1.53 
4553 
1.51 
4274 
1.46 
3972 
1.33 
4377 
1.49 
Annual value 
of perquisites ($) 
Total 1492 1577 1383 1294 1445 1403 
Housing 792 794 668 504 500 633 
Utilities 224 160 192 235 237 208 
Room and 
board 0 153 60 36 225 76 
Board only 0 0 88 91 0 58 
Farm foods 190 224 248 264 317 249 
Other 286 246 127 164 166 179 
Total pay 
package ($) 
Annually 
Hourly 
6034 
2.15 
5942 
2.09 
5936 
1.98 
5568 
1.90 
5417 
1.81 
5780 
1.98 
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population centers appeared to be more keenly aware of the competitiveness 
of nonfarm businesses. Although other factors may be involved, the dis­
tribution of the 98 farms by distance classes lends support to the 
hypothesis of increased labor competitiveness on farms closer to cities 
or larger towns. Of the 90 employees who worked within 40 miles of a 
larger town or city, only 27 were hired on farms less than 20 miles from 
the population center. 
Monthly average wages declined from $343 for those less than 10 
miles to $296 for those working 40 miles or more from a larger town. On 
an hourly basis, this decline was from $1.45 to $1.18 for the same respec­
tive dis tanc e g roup s. 
The value of perquisites were higher for employees in the two lower 
distance classes with the group less than 10 miles averaging $1,492 and 
the group 10 to 19 miles from a larger town or city averaging $1,577 annu­
ally. The higher value of rural housing located closer to cities accounted 
for some of the difference in the value of perquisites by distance classes. 
Value of housing averaged $793 for those working less than 20 miles from 
a major population center. Housing value declined steadily as the dis­
tance class increased with the value of housing 40 miles or more averaging 
$500 annually. 
Total pay declined with increasing distance classes and ranged from 
$6,034 annually ($2.15 hourly) for the employees working less than 10 
miles to $5,417 annually ($1.81 hourly) for employees working 40 miles 
or more from a city or larger town. 
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Pay by education of employees 
As Table 24 indicates, the average pay components varied widely 
between education classes. The hourly wage rate of those with less 
than an eighth grade education averaged $1.44 as compared with $1.11 
for those with an eighth grade education and $1.33 for those attending 
but not completing high school. Similarly, total pay of the least edu­
cated group averaged higher ($2.09 per hour) than those with an eighth 
grade education ($1.72) and those attending but not completing high 
school ($1.93). 
Value of other cash benefits did tend to increase with increasing 
levels of education. Employees with less than an eighth grade education 
received other cash benefits of $228 while those with an eighth grade 
education received $509 in other cash payments. The group with a high 
school education averaged $762 and the two with college degrees averaged 
$1,200 in other cash benefits. 
The variation in pay by education could be due to the relationship of 
other variables with education. For example , less educated employees would 
tend to be older. 
In the next chapter on statistical models and findings, the relation­
ship of pay with employee education, skill, age and other variables will 
be examined. 
Examination of Pay Packages and Pay Conditions 
After examining the value of the pay package in the last section, a 
more detailed examination of the pay package will be made in this section. 
Table 24. Average pay and working hours of 98 employees on i eastern Iowa commercial fanns by 
education of employees, 1968 
Years of education classes 
Factor 0-7 8 9-11 12 13-15 16 
U V C I ci i 1 
average 
Number of employees 13 37 19 25 2 2 
Hours worked per week 55 57 61 55 45 57 57 
Salary ($) 
Monthly 338 279 347 350 245 379 320 
Annually 4058 3346 4158 4226 2940 4550 3838 
Hourly 1.44 l.il 1.33 1.50 1.28 1.53 1.31 
Other cash benefits ($) 
Annua 1 ly 228 509 408 762 892 1200 539 
Bonuses 147 167 208 290 0 250 202 
Incentive payments 0 211 71 322 820 950 212 
PICA taxes and overtime 81 131 129 150 72 0 125 
Total cash benefits ($) 
Annually 4286 3855 4566 4988 3832 5750 4377 
Hourly 1.57 1.28 1.46 1.77 1.63 1.95 1.49 
Value of perquisites ($) 
Annua 1ly 1575 1314 1444 1443 1008 1440 1403 
Total pay ($) 
5780 Annually 5861 5169 6010 6431 4840 7190 
Hourly 2.09 1.72 1.93 2.28 2.05 2.43 1.98 
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Emphasis will be placed on the attractiveness and competitiveness of the 
farm pay packages received. In addition to level of pay, attractive or 
unacceptable forms of pay may be contributing to the problems of hiring 
and keeping full-time employees on farms. 
Farm pay versus nonfarm pay 
The total pay level of the 98 employees in the study averaged $5,780 
annually. The 71 who had worked 49 weeks or more during 1968 averaged 
$5,975. Although the skill levels varied, it was assumed that the skill 
level of the farm employees were at least as high as the manufacturing 
workers in Iowa. The Iowa State Employment Commission estimated the 
annual wages of manufacturing workfis averaged $6,767 in 1968. Overtime 
would be included in this figure; however, other fringe benefits received 
would tend to boost the total pay of manufacturing workers even higher. 
Therefore in 1968, manufacturing employees in Iowa were averaging about 
$1,000 more in total pay than full-time farm employees in the study. 
As notcu in the review of literature, the relative returns cf manu­
facturing and farm workers are narrowed by the following factors: 1) 
possible tax savings on farm housing and farm foods, 2) no farm employee 
union dues and 3) little or no commuting costs of farm workers. Shapley 
estimated these costs would narrow the gap by about $800 in Michigan in 
1968 (66, p. 10). Differences in costs of living in rural and urban areas 
would tend to reduce the gap even more. Hence, pay levels of farm workers 
may be more competitive with nonfarm pay levels than the gross wage figures 
indicate. 
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Hours worked and basis of wages paid 
The 98 employees worked an average of 57 hours per week or seven 
hours fewer than Shapley found in the Michigan study in 1968 (66, p. 10). 
Employers estimated the number of hours in both studies. 
If employees had estimated the number of hours worked, the average 
would likely have been higher than 57. In a Minnesota study, employees 
estimated they worked 10 hours per week more than employers indicated on 
the 28 farms with 36 employees. On three farms hiring 20 employees, the 
average employer estimate was only about one hour greater (61, p. 14). 
Assuming the employees worked at least 57 hours per week, this num­
ber of hours would tend to be less attractive than the 41 hours averaged 
by manufacturing employees in 1968 (43). However, a competitive number of 
hours worked per week by farm employees would probably be greater than 41 
since little or no time was needed in commuting to and from work. Most 
farm employees lived it or near their work. Perhaps 45 or 46 hours per 
week would be competitive with nonfarm job hours, but this would vary 
depending upon the location and alternatives available in the communtiy. 
Regularity of hours worked was not examined on the 98 farms. How­
ever, complaints of a few employees suggests that irregular working hours 
did exist on some farms. 
The basis of pay varied amoung employees in the study. One half 
of the 98 employees were paid on a monthly basis. Thirty were paid by 
the week. Only seven were paid by the hour. 
As indicated in the review of literature, there are several advan­
tages of hourly pay. Some of these include: 1) fewer problems with time 
off for employees, 2) less dissatisfaction with putting in long hours 
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during peak labor usage periods and 3) the tendency to encourage farm em­
ployers to make efficient use of every hour of labor employed. A dis­
advantage is the increased record keeping needed. 
Other cash benefits 
Overtime pay Overtime pay was provided to 21 or one-fifth of the 
employees. The overtime rate varied between $1 and $2 and averaged $1.60 
per hour. The 21 employees were paid an average of $325 for overtime in. 
1968. 
Both participating farm employers and employees appeared pleased 
with overtime pay. Also, some employees thought either reduced hours or 
overtime pay could be the best improvement in their pay packages. An 
hourly pay plan would provide a convenient basis for establishing over­
time pay. 
Bonuses and incentive payments Incentive payments were defined 
as variable payments to the employee based in some way upon the quality 
oi work. QonG. M. bonus wâ.s ciexxneo. aa & j-xxco pô-ynicriL. wiiicn xS 
based upon the amount of time worked or tradition. Some desired results 
of providing bonuses or incentive payments include: 1) increased produc­
tion or reduced costs, 2) reward to employees for good quality and/or 
quantity of work and 3) retention of employees. 
Sixty-one of the 98 employees received a bonus in 1968. Bonuses 
averaged $273 and ranged from $40 to $2,000. Eight other employers 
usually paid bonuses, but the interviewed employee did not receive a 
bonus in 1968 because he worked only part of the year. 
The most common type of bonus was a Christmas gift. Twenty-five 
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employers indicated a Christmas gift was part of all of the bonus. End 
of the year and good work were the next most common bases for bonuses 
(Table 25). 
Considering the timing of the bonus payments, the main purpose of 
providing bonuses appeared to be retention of employees until the cropping 
season was completed. Undoubtedly, a second purpose was to reward em­
ployees for good work. However, as noted previously, the fixed bonus 
payment probably has little effect in encouraging improved work perfor­
mance, especially in cases where the employee knows the fixed amount at 
the beginning of the work year. 
Table 25. Number of farm operations paying bonuses, size of bonuses 
paid and bases of bonuses, 1968 
Factor Number Average Amount 
Farms paying bonuses 61 
Amount of bonuses paid $273 
Farms normally paying bonuses 
Ouc ftoc in i.7oo w 
_ . a 
Bases of Donuses: 
Christmas gift 25 
End of year 15 
Good work 13 
Tenure 5 
Boost salary or long hours 7 
Other 6 
Unknown 8 
^Some employers based bonuses on more than one factor. 
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A major advantage of incentive payments, when properly administered, 
Is to improve the work performance of employees. However, the effective­
ness of incentive plans hinges upon the ability and willingness of em­
ployees to accept responsibility. Improved work performance of employees 
may be registered in increased pigs weaned per litter, reduced machinery 
repairs or increased crop yields. If the incentive plan is effective, the 
employee will be receiving increased pay according to the improved returns 
to the employer. 
Important principles of properly designing and administering an 
incentive plan were pointed out in the review of literature. Two of the 
more important principles are as follows; 1) base the incentive plan upon 
those areas where there are high risks and the farm operator cannot main­
tain close control and 2) base incentive pay upon the areas of the farm 
enterprises where the employee has a great deal of control. These prin­
ciples are probably vital to a successful incentive plan. 
An example of an improperly designed incentive plan would be one 
based upon com yield or production when the employee spends only a small 
proportion of his time in cropping activities such as plowing, disking or 
hauling grain from the fields. If the employee works in the farrowing 
house most of the time and receives little supervision, an appropriate 
incentive plan might be based upon the- proportion of pigs weaned to total 
pigs bom. If the employee makes many of the decisions regarding breeding 
and caring for gestating sows in addition to the farrowing responsibilities 
then an incentive plan could be based upon the number of pigs weaned per 
litter. If the swine herdsman has control over the whole swine enterprise 
then a profit sharing plan might be more suitable. 
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Of course, other aspects of administrating an incentive plan are 
important such as a clear understanding of the plan and prompt payment 
when conditions of the plan are fulfilled. Also, if the employee has 
much responsibility in two or more areas then an appropriate incentive 
plan would be based upon all areas of responsibility to encourage im­
proved work performance in each area instead of just those yielding ad­
ditional pay. 
In this study, 23 employers provided incentive plans for the employees 
selected for interviewing (Table 26). Of the 20 evaluated, the average 
incentive payment was $1,038. 
The most common basis of incentive pay was the number of hogs and/or 
cattle marketed. Farm or livestock profits was the next most common basis. 
Table 26. Number of farm operations having incentive plans, average 
value of plans and bases of plans, 1968 
Factor Number Average Value 
Farms having incentive plans 25 
Incentive plans evaluated 20 $1038 
a 
Basis : 
Hogs and/or cattled marketed 
(cents per head) 12 
Farm or livestock profits 6 
Gross farm sales 2 
Calves raised 2 
Other 5 
A few employers based incentives on more than one factor. 
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Other factors mentioned included gross farm sales, calves reised, and in­
creased weight of livestock. A couple of farmers promised their employees 
a start in farming of their own, but there was no attempt to evaluate 
this. 
Although incentive payments were given to only about one-fourth of 
the 98 employees, these payments represented an important part of their 
total pay package. As indicated in the section on pay levels, incentive 
pay tended to be greater for those skilled in livestock production and 
those with managerial responsibilities. In fact, those with managerial 
responsibilities averaged about 15 percent of their total pay from incen­
tives . 
Incentive plans may be very important in attracting and keeping full-
time employees with greater skills. However, there is probably a high 
level of substitution between incentives and other forms of pay. 
Employees' share of PICA taxes In addition to overtime pay, 
bonuses and incentive payments, employees' share of PICA taxes was in­
cluded as other cash benefits. One-third of the employers provided this 
benefit. For the 33 employees, this amounted to $165 in 1968. 
Providing the employee's share of PICA taxes may reduce the attrac­
tiveness of a full-time farm position. This is true if the employee is un­
aware of this benefit when comparing his gross wages with potential gross 
nonfarm wages. 
Perquisites; Amount of vacation and holidays with pay 
The amount of vacation with pay was considered under normal vacation 
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conditions^ as well as actual vacation situations in 1968. The amount 
of vacation normally available with pay averaged 7,6 days per year, and 
ranged from none to 14 days. An average of only 6,0 days were actually 
taken by the 98 employees. The range of actual vacation time with pay 
was zero to 28 days. The difference in actual and normal was mainly due 
to employee turnover during 1968, but a few employees took a longer vaca­
tion period with pay and a few worked part of the vacation period, receiv­
ing extra pay. 
Similarly, the number of holidays normally given averaged 5.3 days 
per year. The actual number of holidays taken averaged 4.5 days. Though 
not asked in the survey, 53 employers indicated whether they did or did 
not give days off with pay. The average number of days given by these 
employers was 7.7 and ranged from zero to 28 days. 
One competitive advantage the farm employer often has over the nonfarm 
employer is flexibility of annual working hours. Farm employers could ex­
ploit this area much more fully at a minimum cost to them and a maximum 
satisfaction to their employees. Many farm operations have higher labor 
payoff during the spring and fall cropping activities. Usually, longer 
hours are worked during these periods, but employers could compensate for 
this by giving the employee compensating time off during slack labor periods. 
Compensatory time during slack periods in summer months may be much more 
attractive than only during winter months. 
Perhaps a combination of overtime pay and compensatory time could be 
used to increase competitiveness and attractiveness of farm employment, 
^Normal conditions were defined as employer's opinion of usual 
vacation benefits given to a full-time person employed the whole year. 
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One possibility would be to pay overtime for all or part of the work done 
on Saturdays and Sundays. Extra hours above a base such as 9 hours during 
the week could be compensated for in slack periods by giving equal number 
of hours off. 
A paid vacation of at least seven days is considered to be a minimum 
by most employers of full-time labor. To be more competitive, farm em­
ployers probably will need to provide at least seven days of vacation with 
pay in addition to any compensatory time off. To maintain competitiveness 
and also allow for advancement, farm employers could provide longer vaca­
tion periods with increased years of employment. 
Timing of the vacation may be important in keeping an employee sat­
isfied. Twenty employers indicated their employees chose their own vaca­
tion time. Another 54 employers indicated that both they and their em­
ployees decided the vacation period. Four operators stated that they 
selected the vacation period for their employees. 
Perquisites desired and receivad 
As noted in the section on pay levels, the value of noncash benefits 
averaged 24 percent, a significant proportion of the pay package. Savings 
associated with farm perquisites such as possible tax savings and less 
costs associated with commuting to work further increased the importance 
of perquisites in raising the economic well-being of farm employees. 
In an attempt to determine some additional problems associated with 
the pay package composition, employees were asked to indicate the type of 
perquisites they desired. They were also asked to rank these perquisites 
according to importance. To make this workable, employees were told that 
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if they selected more perquisites they would be paid less income — pro­
portionate to the value of the benefits selected. 
Perquisites listed in the interview schedule were as follows; 1) 
vacation with pay, 2) holidays off, 3) life insurance, 4) health insurance, 
5) retirement program, 6) sick leave with pay, 7) housing in the country 
less than five miles from employer's home, 8) housing in the country five 
or more miles from employer's home, 9) housing in town and 10) farm food. 
Other items often filled in available blanks were utilities, room and/or 
board, transportation and gas for car. 
The number and type of these perquisites received and desired varied 
greatly among employees. However, the average number of perquisites de­
sired and received were approximately the same for the 94 employees inter­
viewed. An average of 4.6 noncash benefits were desired and 4.7 were 
received. The number of these benefits desired and received ranged from 
one to ten. 
The number of employees desiring and receiving perquisites sharply 
differed in the following types: 1) holidays with pay, 2) health insur­
ance, 3) retirement plan, and 4) utilities. More employees desired 
health insurance and retirement benefits than received these benefits. 
More employees received holidays off with pay and utilities than desired 
these perquisites. 
Of the 94 employees interviewed, only 38 indicated a desire to re­
ceive holidays with pay while 90 employees received such a benefit. Like­
wise, of the 65 receiving utilities of some form, only 32 desired this 
benefit. On the other hand, 33 desired health insurance either for them­
selves or for their families, but only 10 received health insurance 
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benefits. Also, 33 desired a retirement plan while only 4 received re­
tirement plan coverage. Of course, health insurance and retirement plans 
are frequently received by nonfarm employees. 
Several employees appeared dissatisfied with paid utilities because 
their employers excluded heating fuel from the list of items paid. In 
older homes which frequently lack insulation, heating fuel payments may 
represent a major part of the employees monthly wages during winter 
months. Some employers remarked that employees used utilities wastefully. 
One farm employer in the study provided an adequate monthly allowance for 
utilities, rather than paying the bills directly. This appeared to be 
working quite satisfactorily as the allowance provided an incentive to 
the employee and his family to conserve utilities since lower bills would 
mean greater savings from the allowance. 
One possible reason for only about 40 percent of the employees de­
siring holidays off with pay while 95 percent received this benefit was 
the way in which holidays were often given. For many employees, holidays 
off with pay frequently included doing chores in the morning and/or even­
ing of the holiday. 
Though one-third of the employees desired retirement benefits, some 
of these voiced concern about a possible plan being too restrictive. They 
felt retirement plans should not be designed so employees feel obligated 
to stay on the farm in order to keep any accrued benefits. A potential 
benefit to the employer includes income tax savings on retirement plans 
covering himself and his employee(s). One employer noted this benefit as 
one reason for including the employees in the retirement plan. 
Housing Eighty of the 94 employees interviewed received housing 
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while only 68 of the employees desired it. Sixty-three received rural 
housing less than five miles from the employers' residences while 51 
desired rural housing this close. Fifteen employees desired rural housing 
five or more miles from the employer, but only 11 received rural housing 
this far away. Several employees indicated that they preferred rural 
housing further from their current farm employers. This was often noted 
by those living within one-half mile of the employer. However, most of 
these employees indicated they preferred housing two or three miles away 
rather than five or more miles. Perhaps the time and cost of commuting 
outweighed the additional insulation beyond two or three miles. 
Also, there was no apparent trend of farm employers providing housing 
in town or farm employees desiring such housing. Six employees received 
housing in town but only two desired such benefits. Most employees who 
did not want housing provided by the employer appeared to be interested in 
renting or buying a house in the rural area. 
Life insurance and transportation were two benefits Less freauentlv 
received than desired. While only four received life insurance coverage, 
11 desired this extra. Also, 18 desired transportation provided by the 
employer while only 10 received this benefit. Some of the 18 desiring 
transportation were receiving only gas for their own cars in 1968. Of 
the 12 receiving gas, only 6 desired that gas be provided. 
To examine the variation in perquisites desired and received more 
closely, tables and figures were constructed. Tables indicate the number 
of employees receiving and desiring each perquisite by skill level, age 
class, marital status, education level, and distance to city class. Figures 
were constructed for identical classes. The figures provide a measure of 
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the relative Importance of the perquisites desired. The calculation of 
the relative importance scale^ was based upon the number of employees 
in a class which desired the particular perquisite and the ranking which 
these employees gave to this perquisite. 
Housing was relatively the most important to the 94 employees inter­
viewed in the study (Figure 2). The next most important noncash benefits 
were vacation with pay and farm foods, respectively. These were followed 
by utilities, health insurance, sick leave with pay, a retirement plan 
and holidays off with pay. 
The raw average rankings (before squaring) indicated housing or room 
and/or board received the highest rank. Farm foods averaged second highest 
in rank. Utilities ranked third highest, with vacation and health insur­
ance averaging slightly lower. These items appeared to be the more impor­
tant perquisites to the average employee in the study. However, differ­
ences in perquisites desired and received will be examined by employee 
skill, marital status, age and education as well as distance to city 
In computing the relative importance scale, employee rankings of 
perqusites were weighted in order to give rankings greater effect than the 
number of employees desiring the perquisite. It appeared that some em­
ployees may have listed perquisites which they received as perquisites 
desired due to fear of employers withdrawing the unlisted perquisites 
without equal compensation. After the ranking of each perquisite (I, 2, 
3,etc.) was subtracted from 10 for all employees, the remainders were 
summed by type of perquisite and divided by the number of employees desir­
ing each type of perquisite. Then the average rankings obtained were 
squared. This had the effect of increasing the weight of those items 
which employees highly desired and reducing the weight of those items 
desired less. The squared average ranking of each perquisite was multi­
plied by the number of persons desiring the perquisites and the resulting 
product, after standardization, were defined as the relative importance 
measure. The standardizing process scaled the unadjusted relative import­
ance measures such that the sum of the measures across all perquisites 
would equal 100. 
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Figure 2. A relative importance measure of noncash benefits desired 
by 94 employees on eastern Iowa farms, 1968 
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classes in an effort to determine the variation among employees. 
Skill levels Skilled employees (partially skilled and higher) 
desired and received more perquisites than semi-skilled employees (in­
cluding two unskilled employees). The higher skilled employees desired 
and received an average of 5.0 perquisites. The lower skill group re­
ceived an average 4.4 noncash benefit and desired 4.1 noncash benefits 
(Table 27). 
The 94 interviewed employees were nearly equally divided in the two 
skill groups; however, a retirement plan was desired by 23 in the higher 
skilled group and only 10 in the lower skilled group. A higher proportion 
of skilled employees desired and received housing and farm foods than 
semi-skilled employees, but this was partly due to a greater proportion 
of married employees in the higher skilled group. Utilities were received 
more often but desired less often by the higher skilled group. 
Housing received the highest relative importance measure for both 
skill groups (Figure 3). Farm foods and vacation with pay were next in 
importance for both groups. Utilities ranked fourth in relative importance 
for the semi-skilled group but seventh for the skilled group. A retirement 
plan ranked fourth in relative importance for the higher skilled employees. 
Health insurance ranked fifth in importance for the lower skilled group 
and sixth for the higher skilled group. 
Marital status Single employees desired and received fewer non­
cash benefits than married employees. Fifteen of 94 employees interviewed 
were single. They desired an average of 2.9 perquisites and received an 
average of 3.6. Married employees received and desired an average of 4.9 
perquisites (Table 28). 
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Table 27. Perquisites desired and received by skill level of 94 em-
ployees interviewed on eastern Iowa commercial farms, 1968 
Skill level 
Semi-
Item skilled Skilled Total 
Number of employees 45 49 94 
Average number of perquisites 
Received per employee 4.4 5,0 4.7 
Desired per employee 4.1 5.0 4.6 
Number of employees desiring or 
receiving perquisites by type; 
Vacation with pay 
Received 33 45 78 
Desired 29 39 68 
Holidays off with pay 
Received 43 47 90 
Desired 16 22 38 
Life insurance 
Received 2 2 4 
Desired 7 4 11 
Health insurance -- self 
Received 1 3 4 
Desired 11 8 19 
Health insurance -- family 
Received 2 4 6 
Desired 4 10 14 
Health insurance -- self or family-
Received 3 7 10 
Desired 15 18 33 
Retirement plan 
Received 0 4 4 
Desired 10 23 33 
Sick leave with pay 
Received 15 27 42 
Desired 13 24 37 
Table 27 (continued) 
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Skill level 
Semi­
skilled Skilled Total 
Housing less than five miles 
from operator 
Received 28 35 63 
Desired 20 31 51 
Housing five or more miles 
from operator 
Received 5 6 11 
Desired 9 6 15 
Housing in town 
Received 4 2 6 
Desired 0 2 2 
Housing (all types) 
Received 37 43 80 
Desired 29 39 68 
Farm food 
Received 31 42 73 
Desired 23 36 59 
Utilities 
Received 28 37 65 
Desired 18 14 32 
Room and/or board 
Received 10 5 15 
Desired 6 3 9 
Transportation 
Received 3 7 10 
Desired 9 9 18 
Gas for car 
Received 7 5 12 
Desired 0 6 6 
Other noncash benefits 
Received 8 4 12 
Desired 10 9 19 
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Figure 3. A relative importance measure of noncash benefits desired by 
skill level of 94 employees on eastern Iowa farms, 1968 
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Table 28. Perquisites desired and received by marital status of 94 
employees interviewed on eastern Iowa commercial farms, 1968 
Marital status 
Item Single Married Total 
Number of employees 15 79 94 
Average number of perquisites 
Received per employee 3.6 4.9 4.7 
Desired per employee 2.9 4.9 4.6 
Number of employees receiving or 
desiring perquisites by type; 
Vacation with pay 
Received 7 71 78 
Desired 9 59 68 
Holidays off with pay 
Received 13 77 90 
Desired 2 36 38 
Life insurance 
Received 0 4 4 
Desired 0 11 11 
Health insurance 
Received 1 9 10 
Desired 3 30 33 
jAc: cx i. cuicii i. ux<iii 
Received 0 4 4 
Desired 1 32 33 
Sick leave with pay 
Received 5 37 42 
Desired 7 30 37 
Housing (all types) 
Received 8 72 80 
Desired 1 67 68 
Farm food 
Received 3 70 73 
Desired 1 58 59 
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Table 28 (continued) 
Marital status 
Item Single Married Total 
Utilities 
Received 1 64 65 
Desired 0 32 32 
Room and/or board 
Received 11 4 15 
Desired 8 19
Transportation 
Received 1 9 10 
Desired 6 12 18 
Gas for car 
Received 1 11 12 
Desired 2 4 6 
Other noncash benefits 
Received 
Desired 
4 
4 
8 
15 
12 
19 
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Types of noncash benefits desired and received were often different 
for the two groups of employees. None of the single employees desired or 
received life insurance. Eleven married employees desired life insurance 
but only four received it. Likewise, none of the single employees were 
covered under a retirement plan and only one desired such a benefit. How­
ever, 32 of the married employees desired a retirement plan and only 4 
were actually receiving this type of a benefit. Also, health insurance 
was desired and received more frequently by married employees than single 
employees. One single employee and nine married employees received health 
insurance coverage. However, 3 single employees and 30 married employees 
desired such a benefit in their pay package. 
The relative importance of alternative types of perquisites differed 
by marital status (Figure 4). Room and/or board was first in relative 
importance for single employees. The counterparts of housing and farm 
foods were highest in relative importance for married employees. Vacation 
with pay was second in importance for single employees and third in import­
ance for married employees. Transportation or gas for own car was third 
in relative importance for single employees and sick leave was fourth. 
Utilities, health insurance and a retirement plan were fourth, fifth and 
sixth, respectively, in relative importance for married employees. 
Age classes Employees less than 25 years of age desired and re­
ceived fewer noncash benefits than older employees. Many in this group 
were single employees. Employees in the two age groups between 25 and 44 
received and desired the highest number of perquisites. Employees in age 
groups above 44 years averaged increasingly fewer noncash benefits received 
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marital status of 94 employees on eastern Iowa farms, 1968 
146 
and desired (Table 29). 
Of the 10 receiving health insurance coverage, 9 were between 25 
and 54 years of age. Of the 33 desiring this benefit, all but 6 were 
in the same age range. Likewise, the four employees receiving retire­
ment coverage were between 25 and 54 years of age. Thirty-two of the 
33 employees who desired retirement coverage were in the same age groups. 
Sick leave with pay was desired and received by only 1 of the 12 employees 
who were less than 25 years of age. 
Housing was the highest in relative importance for all age classes 
except the employees less than 25 years of age (Figure 5). For this 
group, vacation with pay was relatively more important but housing was 
second. Vacation with pay and farm foods were second and third in im­
portance for all other age classes. An apparent trend was for vacation 
with pay to become relatively less important with age. The relative 
importance measure declined consistently with higher age classes. For 
tion with pay. 
Distance to city The average number of perquisites received 
and desired varied by distance to city classes. The range of average 
perquisites received by distance class was from 4.4 to 5.0 and the range 
of perquisites desired was from 4.0 to 5.0 (Table 30). 
Housing ranked first in relative importance for all distance to city 
classes (Figure 6). Vacation with pay was second highest in importance 
for those working less than 30 miles from a city or larger town and 
third in importance for those working over 30 miles away. Conversely, 
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Table 29. Perquisites desired and received by age classes of 94 
employees interviewed on eastern Iowa commercial farms, 1968 
Age classes 
Less 65 or 
Item than 25 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 over Total 
Number of employees 12 30 15 16 17 94 
Average number of 
perquisites 
Received 
Desired 
3.6 
3.1 
5.0 
5.1 
4.9 
5.5 
4.8 
4.9 
4.6 
3.8 
4.5 
3.2 
4.7 
4.6 
Number of employees 
desiring or receiv­
ing perquisites by 
type; 
Vacation with pay 
Received 
Desired 
8 
9 
27 
25 
14 
12 
13 
11 
14 
9 
2 
2 
78 
68 
Holidays off with 
pay 
•Received 
Desired 
10 
4 
30 
15 
14 
6 
16 
8 
17 
5 
3 
0 
90 
38 
Life insurance 
Received 
Desired 
0 
1 
2 
3 
1 
2 
1 
3 
0 
2 
0 
0 
4 
11 
Health insurance 
Received 0 5 
Desired 3 9 
1 
9 
1 
3 
0 
0 
10 
33 
Retirement plan 
Received 0 2 
Desired 1 12 
Sick leave with pay 
Received 1 13 
Desired 1 14 
Housing (all types) 
Received 7 27 
Desired 4 23 
1 
8 
7 
6 
13 
13 
0 
5 
6 
5 
16 
14 
1 
7 
13 
9 
13 
11 
0 
0 
2 
2 
4 
3 
4 
33 
42 
37 
80 
68 
Farrû food 
Received 
Desired 
7 
2 
25 
23 
12 
11 
14 
11 
13 
10 
2 
2 
73 
59 
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Table 29 (continued) 
Age classes 
Less 65 or 
Item than 25 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 over Total 
Utilities 
Received 
Desired 
4 
3 
23 
13 
10 
6 
15 
6 
10 
3 
3 
1 
65 
32 
Room and/or board 
Received 5 
Desired 3 
6 
3 
1 
0 
1 
1 
1 
1 
15 
9 
Transportation 
Received 
Desired 
0 
3 
5 
4 
2 
5 
1 
2 
2 
3 
0 
1 
10 
18 
Gas for car 
Received 
Desired 
4 
1 
2 
4 
3 
0 
1 
1 
1 
0 
1 
0 
12 
6 
Other noncash 
benefits 
Received 
Desired 
1 
2 
5 
6 
2 
3 
2 
2 
12 
19 
149 
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Table 30. Perquisites desired and received by distance to city (20,000 
or more population) of 94 employees interviewed on eastern 
Iowa farms, 1968 
Distance to city classes 
Less 
Item than 10 10-19 20-29 30-39 40-45 Total 
Number of employees 8 16 30 32 94 
Average number of 
perquisites 
Received 
Desired 
5.0 
4.8 
4.8 
4.0 
4.4 
4. 6 
4.8  
4 .7  
4.6 
5.0 
4.7 
4.6 
Number of employees 
desiring or receiving 
perquisites by type: 
Vacation with pay 
Received 6 
Desired 5 
12 
13 
27 
23 
26  
22 
78 
68 
Holidays with pay 
Received 8 
Desired 5 
16 
4 
29 
14 
29 
12 
8 
3 
90 
38 
Life insurance 
Received 
Desired 
0 
2 
0 
0 
I 
4 
3 
5 
0 
0 
4 
11 
Health insurance 
Received 0 
Desired 3 
1 
4 
4 
10 
5 
14 
0 
2 
10 
33 
Retirement plan 
Received 
Desired 
0 
2 
3 
5 
0 
8 
0 
13 
4 
33 
Sick leave with pay 
Received 3 
Desired 4 
4 
5 
12 
13 
19 
12 
4 
3 
42 
37 
Housing 
Received 
Desired 
6 
6 
15 
12 
27 
24 
25 
20 
80 
68 
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Table 30 (continued) ^ 
Distance to city classes 
Less 
Item than 10 10-19 20-29 30-39 40-45 Total 
Farm food 
Received 
Desired 
6 
4 
11 
9 
25 
18 
24 
21 
73 
59 
Utilities 
Received 
Desired 
6 
4 
11 
6 
20 
10 
23 
10 
5 
2 
65 
32 
Room and/or board 
Received 0 
Desired 0 
6 
4 
6 
2 
15 
9 
Transportation 
Received 
Desired 
2 
1 
4 
3 
1 
4 
1 
3 
10 
18 
Gas for car 
Received 
Desired 
1 
0 
2 
1 
3 
1 
6 
4 
0 
0 
12 
6 
Other noncash benefits 
Received 2 
Desired 2 
2 
0 
2 
7 
12 
19 
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farm foods ranked second in relative importance for those living at 
least 30 miles away and third in importance for those living less than 
30 miles from a major population center. Utilities appeared to be more 
important for those employed closer to cities. 
Education level The largest number of perquisites was received 
by those having less than eight years of formal education. These em­
ployees received an average of 5.3 perquisites (Table 31). The least 
number of perquisites was received by the 4 having more than 12 years of 
education. These received an average of 3.8 perquisites. Less educated 
employees desired fractionally fewer noncash benefits and more educated 
employees desired fractionally greater noncash benefits than they were 
actually receiving. 
Housing ranked highest in relative importance for all educational 
classes except those with at least some college work. Vacation with pay 
was of slightly greater importance for this group. Housing, vacation with 
pay and farm foods averaged higher in relative importance than other per­
quisites for all educational levels (Figure 7). 
Availability of Full-time Employees 
Employers were asked about the availability of full-time farm em­
ployees by skill level. The skill levels, defined earlier in this 
chapter, were as follows: 1) semi-skilled, 2) skilled, and 3) managerial. 
The three response choices were; 1) scarce, 2) some, and 3) plentiful. 
Farm employees at all three skill levels were considered scarce by 
most farm employers. However, as the skill level increased, the avail­
ability of full-time labor tended to decrease. Seventy-nine of the 98 
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Table 31. Perquisites desired and received by education Levels of 94 
employees interviewed on eastern Iowa farms, 1968 
Education levels (years) 
Less 13 or 
Item than 8 8 9-11 12 more Total 
Number of employees 13 37 19 25 4 94 
Average number of 
perquisites 
Received 5.3 4.2 4.8 5.1 3.8 4.7 
Desired 4.9 4.0 4.9 5.1 4.0 4.6 
Number of employees 
receiving or 
desiring perquisites 
by type; 
Vacation with pay 
Received 11 27 14 22 4 78 
Desired 8 25 15 17 3 68 
Holidays with pay 
Received 13 35 15 23 4 90 
Desired 7 11 6 12 2 38 
Life insurance 
Received 1 I 1 10 4 
Desired 2 2 3 4 0 11 
Health insurance 
Received 0 3 2 5 0 10 
Desired 4 10 5 14 0 33 
Retirement plan 
Received 2 1 0 10 4 
Desired 5 7 7 13 1 33 
Sick leave with pay 
Received 7 16 6 11 2 42 
Desired 8 15 5 7 2 37 
Housing (all types) 
Received 12 29 14 22 3 80 
Desired 12 24 11 19 2 68 
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Table 31 (continued) 
Education levels (years) 
13 or 
Item than 8 8 9-11 12 more Total 
Farm food 
Received 9 27 14 19 4 73 
Desired 10 21 9 16 3 59 
Utilities 
Received 11 21 11 20 2 65 
Desired 5 10 6 11 0 32 
Room and/or board 
Received 1 9 2 2 1 15 
Desired 0 6 2 10 9 
Transportation 
Received 3 3 1 3 0 10 
Desired 2 6 4 6 0 18 
Gas for car 
Received 1 3 6 2 0 12 
Desired 0 0 1 4 16 
Other noncash benefits 
Received 2 3 2 5 0 12 
Desired 1 8 4 4 2 19 
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farm employers thought semi-skilled employees were scarce (Table 32). 
Ninety-one employers considered skilled labor scarce and 97 considered 
managerial labor scarce. 
Table 32. Availability of full-time labor by skill level (employers' 
views) 
Skill levels 
Availability of labor Semi-skilled Skilled Managerial 
Scarce 79 91 97 
Some 17 7 1 
Plentiful 2 GO 
Several factors including the level and composition of the pay 
package may be responsible for the low avialability of full-time farm 
employees. Many factors affecting the availability of labor are un­
doubtedly related to employee turnover on farms. The extent of employee 
turnover will be examined in the next section. Then other factors 
possibly affecting employee turnover will be examined. 
Employee Turnover 
In agreement with other studies reviewed, employee turnover rates 
were found to be relatively high on farms in this study. Employers 
hiring lower skilled employees tended to experience higher turnover than 
those hiring higher skilled employees. Farms with a high ratio of hired 
labor to operator and other family labor generally had as low or lower 
rate of employee turnover as farms with a low ratio of hired labor. Of 
major significance in this study was the finding that the level of employee 
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pay did not appear to be a major factor in the rate of turnover. This 
latter finding was examined more carefully via regression analysis and 
the results will be presented in the next chapter. Before discussing 
the above preliminary findings, the method of calculating the turnover 
measures will be examined. 
Turnover measures 
Three different measures of employee turnover were examined. Annual 
employee turnover rates were calculated for a five-year (1964-1968) and 
a one-year (1968) period on the 98 farms. A third measure of turnover 
was the number of employees who had left the 1968 farm employment position 
at the time of interviewing in the spring of 1969. 
In general terms, the one-year and the five-year turnover percentages 
were calculated by taking the number of full-time employee replacements 
and dividing by the number ot full-time employee positions on the farm. 
Adjustments were made for changes in the number of full-time positions 
uunng cûc fj-Vc-yêâ'jT perioo. 
More specifically, the five-year (1964-1968) turnover percentage on 
an annual basis was calculated as follows. 
RT (64-68) = (A + B - D)/(5 * D + H/G * 12 - F/E * 12) * 100 
where A is the number of full-time employees hired in 1968, 
B is the number of other full-time employees hired in 1964-1967, 
D is the number of full-time man-units hired in 1968, 
E is the number of fewer man-units hired during the prior 
four years than in 1968, 
F is the number of man-months the current (1968) man-units 
were not hired in the previous four years, 
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G is the number of additional man-units hired in the prior four 
years, and 
H is the number of man-months that the additional man-units 
were hired during the previous four years, 
A man-unit was based on the number of man-months of labor employed, 
Man-units were defined as follows; 
1) one man-unit equals 5 to 17 man-months of full-time labor, 
2) two man-units equal 18 to 29 man-months of full-time labor, 
3) three man-units equal 30 to 41 man-months of full-time labor, etc. 
The denominator of the turnover expression includes an adjustment factor 
for greater and reduced full-time work forces prior to 1968. Average 
annual rate of turnover for the five-year period was 28 percent. 
Two measures of the one-year (1968) turnover rate were computed. 
The first measure was calculated as follows. 
RT (68)^ = (12 * A - C)/C * 100 
where A is the number of full-time employees hired in 1968 and 
C is the number of full-time man-months of labor employed in 
1968. 
This measure tends to overestimate the amount of turnover to the 
extent that farm employers expanding their number of employees in the 
early months of 1968 would be credited with turnover even though no one 
was replaced. However, an employer losing an employee in the latter 
months of 1968 but not replacing him until after the end of the year 
would receive a lower turnover percentage than if he had replaced him. 
The average annual turnover rate for 1968 under this method of calcu­
lation was 28 percent, the same as the five-year estimate. 
A second measure of the one-year (1968) turnover was calculated 
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as follows. 
RT (68) = (A - P)/P * 100 
where A is the number of full-time employees hired in 1968 and 
P is the man-year equivalents of full-time labor employed. 
A man-year equivalent of labor was based upon the number of man-
months of labor employed. The man-year equivalents were defined as 
follows; 
1) one man-year equals 5 to 13 man-months of full-time labor, 
2) two man-years equal 14 to 25 man-months of full time labor, 
3) three man-years equal 26 to 37 man-months of full-time labor, etc. 
Like the previous measure of turnover in 1968, this measure tends to 
underestimate the rate of turnover on those farms hiring less than 12 
months and not replacing the employee until 1969. In fact, the under­
estimation is even greater. The average rate of turnover for 1968 under 
the above method of calculation was 21 percent. Since only seven percent 
separate the two measures of turnover in 1968, both RT (68), and RT(68)2 
will be presented in tables relating turnover to other variables. 
The third measure of turnover was the number of employees who had 
left their 1968 employment position at the time of interviewing in 1969. 
Twenty-four of the 98 employees (24.5 percent) were no longer employed 
on the farms studied. 
The high level of full-time employee turnover in the study cannot 
be fully attributed to pay and employment conditions on the farms studied. 
The military draft and other personal problems were noted by some employers. 
Employer views of full-time labor problems will be discussed later in the 
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chapter. Ignoring these factors for the present time, turnover rates 
will be examined by skill levels, ratio of hired to family labor classes, 
and annual pay levels. 
Turnover by skill level 
Of 16 of the 19 farms experiencing employee turnover in 1968, the 
employees selected for interviewing were in the lowest skill level 
(semi-skilled). The 1968 turnover rate, RT(68)^, was only 4 percent on 
farms with skilled employees (partially skilled and above), compared 
with 38 percent on farms where the interviewees were simi-skilled (in­
cluding two unskilled employees). The second measure of employee turn­
over in 1968 yielded similar results with 50 percent turnover on farms 
with semi-skilled employees and 7 percent on farms with higher skilled 
employees (Table 33). 
The five-year rate of employee turnover was nearly twice as high on 
farms where semi-skilled employees were interviewed as compared with farms 
skilled cmplcyeas interviewed. The Lu mover races were 36 percent 
and 20 percent for the lower skilled and higher skilled employees res­
pectively. 
Of the 24 employees no longer employed on the same farm at inter­
view time, two-thirds were ranked in the lower skill level by their em­
ployers. Thus, the turnover was over twice as high among the semi-skilled 
employees (34 percent) as among the skilled employees (15 percent). With 
the increasing skill requirements needed on commercial farms, it was not 
surprising that the turnover rates were higher among the lower skilled 
employees than the higher skilled employees. 
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Table 33. Average rate of employee turnover, 1964-1968, 1968, and 
number of selected employees leaving farms prior to inter-
viewing in 1969 by skill level of full-time employees 
Skill levels 
Item 
Semi­
skilled Skilled 
Overall 
average 
Number of employees 47 51 98 
Rate of turnover (percent): 
1964-68 36 20 28 
1968 (RT(68)j^) 50 7 28 
1968 (RT(68)2) 38 4 21 
Number of employees leaving 16 8 
Turnover by ratio of hired to family labor 
Farms with a larger proportion of their labor force made up of hired 
labor (part-time and full-time) appeared to have fewer problems keeping 
full-time employees. Employers with a large proportion of hired labor 
may practice sound labor management principles more often. More concern 
for employee satisfaction may be due to the inability to temporarily 
replace hired labor with family labor should employees become dissatis­
fied and leave. 
Farms with a 1.25-1.99:1 ratio of hired to family labor (operator 
and other family labor) had the lowest five-year turnover rate (Table 34). 
Farms with at least twice as much hired as family labor had a turnover 
rate slightly less than average for the five- year period, but less than 
one-half the average for the one-year period. 
The five-year rate of turnover was highest on farms with about a one to 
one ratio of hired to family labor.. The highest average five-year rate was 
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46 percent on farms with a 1.00-1.24:1 ratio of hired to family labor. 
The 1968 rate of turnover was similar to the five-year rate except the 
magnitude of turnover was higher on farms with less than a one to one 
ratio of hired to family labor and lower on farms with more than a one 
to one ratio of hired labor to family labor. Turnover rates for other 
ratios of hired to family labor in 1968 were lower than the 1964-1968 
rates. 
Table 34. Average rate of employee turnover by ratio of hired to family 
labor classes, 1964-1968, 1968 
I tem 
Ratio of hired to family labor classes 
Overall 
average 
0-.74 
:1 
.75-.99 
:1 
1.00-1.24 
:1 
1.25-1 
: 1 
.99 2.00 and 
over 
Number of farms 20 22 16 19 21 98 
Rate of turnover 
(percent): 
1964-1968 26 31 46 11 26 28 
1968 (RT(68)j^) 66 16 45 4 12 28 
1968 (RT(68)2) 40 16 44 0 8 21 
Turnover by pay level 
Even though turnover was higher on farms employing lower skilled 
employees, no clear relationship was found between rate of employee turn­
over and amount paid to the employes. This may appear contradictory since 
it was noted earlier that total pay averaged much less for lower skilled 
employees. It could be expected that lower paid employees would be 
leaving their jobs. 
A complicating factor is that wages of more recently hired employees 
have tended to increase faster than wages of those working for several 
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years. The previous analysis of pay by skill level took all employees 
into consideration including new and old. Employee turnover, however, 
was higher among new employees. While a large proportion of the more 
recently hired employees had lower skills, they also tended to have 
higher pay which was necessary to attract them during the near fully 
employed economy of the late 1960's. Hence, the large proportion of 
these higher paid, newly employed workers who left their jobs over­
shadowed the overall relationship between pay and skill. 
As Table 35 indicates, no clear relationship between employees 
leaving their job by interview time and pay level was evident. The num­
ber of employees who were no longer employed in the spring of 1969 was 
highest among those in the $5,000 to $6,999 range. The 1968 turnover 
rate was highest on farms paying between $6,000 and $6,999. Turnover 
rates in 1968 were slightly less for lower pay classes. 
The five-year turnover rate was highest on farms where employees 
total pay was between $5,000 and $5, 999. Turnover rates averaged higher 
on farms with employees in the two income classes above this level than 
the two income classes below. 
The above results indicate that pay level may not be a dominant 
factor in the high turnover of full-time farm employees. This finding 
will be examined by regression analysis in the next chapter. 
Currently, other factors besides pay level and composition will be 
examined in an effort to determine what other factors may be influencing 
the low availability and high turnover of full-time farm employees. 
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Table 35. Average rate of turnover, 1964-1968, 1968, and number of 
employees leaving farms prior to interviewing in 1969 by 
^annual pay classes of full-time employees 
Annual pay classes 
7000 Overall 
Item 0-3999 4000-4999 5000-5999 6000-6999 or more average 
Number of em­
ployees 12 12 31 28 15 98 
Rate of turn­
over (percent); 
1964-1968 11 23 35 27 29 28 
1968 (RT(68) ) 30 27 31 34 7 28 
1968 (RTCeS),) 21 13 25 27 7 21 
Number of em­
ployees leaving 3 3 8 8 2 
Status of Farm Employees 
Social status of farm employees is not easily measured, but may be 
a major drawback to attracting skilled labor to farm employment. Higher 
skilled employees often indicated that the low esteem given to them by 
r^er.bers of the community was a negative factor in farm employment. Many 
indicated that they found it difficult to become a part of the community 
and that differences in religious beliefs and social customs were not 
easily overlooked by rural communities. 
Another factor related to the status of farm employees is the title 
they often receive. Some higher skilled employees expressed dissatis­
faction with their titles and the "second-class" citizenship associated 
with their titles. As suggested earlier and supported by findings of 
this study, titles of farm employees have changed very little over time 
even though the needed skill level has changed greatly with the increase 
in mechanized farming. 
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Titles used and suggested 
Most farm employers have evidently done little to improve the 
titles of their full-time employees. About one-half of the operators 
indicated they used the title "hired man". Another 23 employers or 
nearly one-fourth indicated they referred to their employee as "the 
man who works for me". Twelve others did not specify any definite 
title they used for their employee. 
Only 16 farm employers reported titles used that differed from the 
"horse and buggy" days. Even of these, nine used the title "helper" 
which may not properly describe even those in the lowest skill level of 
farm employmnet today. The remaining seven employers indicated the 
following titles: manager, partner, associate or assistant, and herds­
man. 
The difference in rates of turnover on farms where differing titles 
were used lends support to the hypothesis that problems with employee 
titles do exist. The rate of turnover was higher than average on farms 
where the title "hired man" was used (Table 36). 
Table 36. Average rate of employee turnover by employee titles, 1964-
1968, 1968 
Hired 
man Helper 
Man who 
works 
for me 
Herdsman, 
associate 
assistant 
manager ( Other Average 
Number of employees 47 9 23 7 12 
Annual rate of turn­
over (percent): 
1964-1968 34 35 20 13 21 28 
1968 (RT(68)^) 46 12 18 0 3 28 
1968 (RT(68)2) 32 11 17 0 2 21 
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In fact, the 1968 rate of turnover averaged over twice as high on farms 
where the employee had the title "hired man" as on farms where the em­
ployee had any other title. 
One important factor in attracting and keeping skilled farm em­
ployees in the future will likely be originating and promoting the use 
of titles that more adequately describe the "caliber" of skilled 
farm employees. Perhaps this will be a part of improving the image of 
commercial farming as a whole. The farm objectives and level of manage­
ment needed on commercial farms are quite different than on farms with 
operators who "milk a few cows", "keep a few sows" and "raise a few 
chickens". 
A similar image change has taken place in retail food businesses 
as large supermarkets have largely replaced the "neighborhood" grocery 
store. In this situation, titles changed with increased specialization, 
increased size and increased skills demanded. In place of a storekeeper 
or clerk, titles such as general manager, produce manager, cashier, and 
butcher have emerged. Undoubtedly, the image of employees in retail 
food businesses has improved as well. 
The problem of selecting a farm employee title often stems from the 
many diverse tasks that employees perform on a farm. Some specialization 
has occurred on farms as mechanization and needed skills have increased. 
However, due to uncertainties related to production and prices as well 
as uneven labor demands associated with cropping activities, Iowa farm­
ing has not become greatly specialized. 
Sufficient skills are often required in so many areas that an 
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employee could appropriately be called by several titles. For instance, 
an employee may be a mechanic, swine herdsman, and even a tractor driver 
in planting and harvesting periods. 
Two highly skilled employees in the study suggested assistant farm 
manager and farm operator as appropriate titles. Some other suggestions 
noted were assistant farm operator and working farm operator or manager. 
Of course, those working in only one area could be given titles such as 
swine herdsman, crop specialist, mechanic, etc., as appropriate. 
Even on farms where employers use appropriate titles for highly 
skilled farm employees, titles expressed by others in the community can 
be very negative and embarrassing to both the employee and his family. 
One highly skilled employee related an instance in which his wife was 
shopping in a local community store. Upon writing a check for her pur­
chases, the cashier asked her husband's occupation. She responded by 
saying he worked for (name of farm employer). The cashier's response 
was on this order; "0 h, you mean he's a hired hand". The cashier's 
response upset his wife for several days. 
Employees who had grown up in the local community appeared to be 
more accepted by the community. At least they had maintained ties with 
friends from earlier school years. Still their status, as reflected by 
titles, appeared to be low. The small number of employees found working 
in their home communities may reflect employee concern about status. 
Usefulness of incentive plans 
A few employers in the study appeared to be having no problems 
attracting and keeping full-time farm employees. In addition to 
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satisfactory working conditions and employer-employee relations, it was 
noted that progressive incentive plans were in operation on these farms. 
One type of incentive plan allowed the employee to be considered a work­
ing partner -- sharing in the profits of certain farm enterprises. Yet 
the employee had a minimum base pay, too. Undoubtedly, the image of 
this employee in the community was much higher than if he had been a 
"hired hand" on a straight base pay plan, plus perquisites. Other farmers 
agreed to help and were in the process of helping their employees get 
started in farming for themselves. The very low turnover on these farms 
pointed to the success of these agreements. However, employer's sincere 
interest in the employee, their honesty and fulfillment of agreements 
appeared to be important ingredients in these successful incentive plans. 
Other Labor Management Conditions 
In an attempt to determine problems in labor management, both em­
ployers and employees were asked identical questions concerning working 
conditions and employer-employee relations. Questions related to the 
four basic needs which were discussed in the review of literature. How­
ever, no attempt was made to categorize each question under one partic­
ular basic need. 
Codes were assigned frctn one to five for respective multiple choice 
responses to the questions (one for most negative responses suth as never 
or no and five for most positive responses such as all or always). The 
coded response of the employer was subtracted from the coded response of 
the employee to examine the direction and the extent of differing opinions 
of the two. 
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Employee working conditions 
The level of employee supervision by the employer or manager varied, 
but the category "seldom checked work" was the most common response by 
both employers and employees (Table 37). The next most common response 
by both employers and employees was "usually checked after jobs were 
finished". Generally, employees thought the level of supervision was 
less than their employers when they disagreed (Table 38). 
Table 37. Opinions of 94 employees and 98 employers on the amount of 
supervision and responsibility of full-time employees 
Number of Number of 
I tem employers employees 
Total number with opinions 98 94 
Opinions on supervision by operator 
manager; 
Never checked on work 3 8 
Seldom checked on work 40 56 
Usually checked after jobs were finished 27 17 
 ^X* ^  ^   ^ 1 A *  ^ w Z 1 ^ ^ i MM ^  w ^   ^jr w*.* * w jr 
jobs 17 11 
Usually necessary to work with employee 11 2 
Opinions on responsibility given to employee: 
None 0 0 
Little 7 0 
Some 32 22 
Much 46 48 
All 13 24 
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Table 38. Differences of opinions of 94 employers and 94 employees on 
working conditions of full-time employee (employer's opinion 
coded 1 to 5 less employee's opinion coded 1 to 5) 
Differences of opinion codes 
Working conditions -4-3-2-1 0 1 2 3 4 
Supervision by operator 
or manager 0 0 3 13 36 25 9 8 0 
Responsibility given to 
employee 0 2 8 31 33 19 0 0 0 
Sufficient training given 
to employee 0 0 3 15 40 21 11 4 0 
Clear instructions about 
specific work expected 
to be done 0 1 3 16 44 21 8 1 0 
Employees' preferences 
considered in job 
assignments 0 1 11 12 29 21 15 2 3 
Displeasing "busy" work 
was held to a minimum 2 1 4 21 28 23 9 6 0 
Attempt made to improve 
employees' comfort while 
working 0 0 4 19 42 19 8 2 0 
Reasonable working hours 
for employees 0 0 0 30 35 17 9 1 1 
Employee was permitted to 
take time off when asked 000 5 64 16 540 
Conversely, when employers and employees disagreed, employees tended 
to feel the level of responsibility entrusted to them was greater than 
what employers indicated. However, both employers and employees selected 
the level "much" responsibility most frequently» None of the employees 
selected the responsibility categories "none" or "little". Of the 10 
employees choosing a responsibility category at least two levels higher 
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than the employer, seven were no longer employed on the farm when inter­
viewed. This suggests that employers may be giving more responsibility 
than desired by workers in lower skill levels. However, some employees 
may have not been given responsibility commensurate with their job and 
abilities. 
No widespread problems in employee training were indicated. How­
ever, it appeared that the question was not fully understood by employees 
who had worked a number of years on the same farm and may have forgotten 
about earlier training. 
Most employers and employees indicated instructions about specific 
work were "usually" clear (Table 39). Nevertheless, nearly a third of 
the employees thought job instructions were not as clear as their em­
ployer had indicated. Ten of these were no longer at the same job when 
interviewed in 1969. 
Consideration of employee work preferences before assigning jobs 
appeared to be a problem on many of the farms studied. Employers chose 
the response "usually" most often while employees chose the response 
"sometimes" most frequently. Nineteen employers and 28 employees chose 
the categories "never" or "seldom". Of the 41 employees indicating lower 
levels of job preference consideration than their employers, 12 had left 
^ S TlTL e 
Another general problem area was the minimizing or elimination of 
displeasing "busy" work. Twenty-one employees indicated that this was 
"never" or "seldom" done by the employer. Twenty-four employees indi­
cated this was done only "sometimes". Of the 38 employees who indicated 
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Table 39. Opinions of 94 employees and 98 employers on other working 
conditions of full-time employees 
Opinions 
Other working conditions Never Seldom Sometimes Usually Always 
Sufficient training 
given to employee 
Employers' opinions GO 13 62 23 
Employees' opinions 0 10 20 47 17 
Clear instructions about 
specific work expected 
to be done 
Employers' opinions 0 3 7 49 39 
Employees' opinions 0 4 10 53 27 
Employees' preferences 
considered in job 
assignments 
Employers' opinions 6 13 27 42 10 
Employees* opinions 12 16 29 28 9 
Displeasing "busy" work 
held to a minimum 
Employers' opinions 6 3 20 51 15 
Employees' opinions 3 18 24 34 15 
Attempt made to improve 
employees' comfort while 
^ rr 
Employers' opinions 0 2 10 52 34 
Employees' opinions 14 13 47 29 
Reasonable working hours 
for employees 
Employers' opinions 0 0 4 51 43 
Employees' opinions 15 10 27 51 
Employee permitted to 
take time off when 
he asked 
Employers' opinions 0 0 0 8 90 
Employees' opinions 0 4 6 17 67 
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displeasing "busy" work was not held to a minimum or eliminated to the 
extent that employers indicated, nine were no longer employed on the 
farm. 
Most employers and employees agreed there was "usually" an attempt 
made by the employer to improve the employee's comfort. The majority 
of the others agreed that this was "always" the case. However, turn­
over appeared to be high on farms where the employee's comfort was not 
usually considered. 
Likewise, there was general agreement on reasonable employee working 
hours and permission to take time off when requested by the employee. 
Eighty-three percent of the employees viewed working hours as "usually" 
or "always" reasonable and 71 percent indicated they were "always" 
granted time off when requested. Another 18 percent indicated they 
"usually" were granted time off. Again, turnover tended to be high 
on those farms having less reasonable working hours and where time off 
was granted less frequently. 
Employer-employee relations 
Employers and employees most frequently indicated that employees' 
opinions were "sometimes" asked when planning or carrying out plans for 
the farm operation (Table 40). Several farmers with low skilled employees 
indicated that asking the employee his opinion would not be helpful. How­
ever, employer effort in this area could help improve the working relation­
ship and meet some psychological needs of the employee, unless the employee 
views were frequently ignored without explaining why. 
Over 75 percent of the employers and employees indicated there was 
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Table 40. Opinions of 98 employers and 94 employees on employer-employee 
relations 
Opinions 
Employer-employee 
relations Never Seldom Sometimes Usually Always 
Employee's opinion 
asked in planning 
or carrying out plans 
for the farm operation 
Employers' opinions 24 15 34 17 8 
Employees' opinions 21 17 26 20 10 
Employer recognized good 
work and thanked employee 
Employers' opinions 0 2 19 44 33 
Employees' opinions 6 9 7 41 31 
Employer requested jobs 
rather than commanded 
Employers' opinions 3 5 12 47 31 
Employees' opinions 4 3 14 38 34 
Employee was given a sense 
of belonging or part of 
the team 
Employers' opinions 1 2 10 41 34 
Employees' opinions 4 5 7 46 32 
Employee participated in 
community activities 
Employers ' opinions 27 32 22 12 5 
Employees' opinions 39 24 23 5 3 
Employee was encouraged to 
participate in community 
activities 
Employers' opinions 37 13 14 18 16 
Employees' opinions 50 13 14 14 3 
Employee encouraged to 
attend farm organization 
meetings 
Employers' opinions 70 3 7 10 8 
Employees' opinions 10 6 29 58 
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recognition of good work and the employee was thanked either "always" 
or "usually". However, 16 percent of the employees as compared with 
only 2 percent of the employers thought that employees were either 
"never" or "seldom" recognized and thanked. Thirty-five percent of the 
employees indicated they were recognized and thanked less often than 
their employers indicated. Eleven of these had found other employment 
by the time they were interviewed (Table 41). 
Similarly, over 75 percent of the employers and employees indicated 
the employer "usually" or "always" requested rather than commanded that 
a job be done. However, eight percent of the employers and employees 
thought this was "never" or "seldom" the case. Nine of the 27 employees 
who indicated that jobs were less often requested than their employers 
were no longer working on the same farm. 
Seventy-seven percent of the employers and 83 percent of the em­
ployees thought that the employee was "usually" or "always" given a 
sense of belonging or part of the team. Nevertheless, 10 percent of 
the employees chose "never" or "seldom" given a sense of belonging or 
part of the team. 
Both indicated that the employee did not participate much in commu­
nity activities. Several employers and employees noted that it was 
difficult for newcomers to become a part of the community. Religious 
differences were obstacles to acceptance in some cases. However, employees 
who had grown up in the community tended to participate more frequently 
in community activities. 
One-half of the employers thought that they "never" or "seldom" 
encouraged employee participation in community activities. Many farm 
180 
Table 41. Differences of opinions of 94 employers and employees on 
employer-employee relations (employer's opinion coded 
1 to 5 less employee's opinion coded 1 to 5) 
Employer-employee Differences of opinion codes 
relations -3 - 1  -1 0 1 1  3 4 
Employees' opinion asked 
in planning or carrying 
out plans for farm 
operation 3 12 15 31 23 10 0 0 
Employer recognized good 
work and thanked employee 0 7 18 36 16 14 3 0 
Employer requested jobs 
rather than commanded 1 3 26 37 21 4 2 0 
Employee was given a sense 
of belonging or part of 
the team 0 4 17 38 24 10 1 0 
Employee was encouraged to 
participate in community 
activities 8 4 12 26 15 9 15 5 
Employee participated in 
community activities 1 5 13 36 28 9 1 1 
Employee encouraged to 
attend farm organization 
meetings 4 12 8 50 7 6 5 2 
employers thought off-work, activities of employees was none of their 
business. 
Most employers indicated that they "never" encouraged employee par­
ticipation in farm organization meetings. Only 18 responded that they 
"usually" or "always" encouraged employee attendance. 
Probably due to a misunderstanding of the question, most employees 
thought they were "always" encouraged to attend farm organization meetings. 
Employees may have equated agri-business with farm organization meetings. 
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These questions covering labor management techniques will be ex­
plored in more detail in the next chapter where an effort will be made to 
determine variables which are significantly related to employee turnover. 
Employer View of Labor Problems 
To obtain another view of problems involved in hiring and keeping 
farm labor, operators were questioned about past and anticipated labor 
problems as well as the effects of these problems on their farming 
operation. Employer responses not only indicated further complexity 
of the farm labor problem but also indicated an apparent increasing 
occurrence of farm employment problems. 
Effect of labor problems in five-year period 
Thirty-four of the 98 employers indicated problems of hiring and 
keeping full-time employees during the previous five years (1964-1968). 
Increased mechanization was the most common type of adjustment to the 
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shifting to enterprises requiring less labor. Six employers indicated 
they had decreased the scale of operation or increased their participation 
in government programs. Other adjustments included increasing wages or 
extras, operator working harder or longer hours, accepting poorer quality 
of work and participation in a foreign trainee program. 
Problems in keeping employees in 1968 
In 1968 alone, thirty-three employers had problems keeping employees. 
The most common type of problem, as farm employers viewed it, centered 
around the employee and his family. Thirteen employers indicated problems 
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in this area which included financial, marital, and excessive drinking 
problems. 
Poor quality of work performed or employee carelessness was noted 
by eight employers. Nonfarm competition and other farmer competition 
were each cited five times. Three employers thought that employees 
just wanted to change jobs. 
Health or age of employees was cited as problems by four employers. 
A farm accident in 1968 was responsible for at least one of these. Other 
problems experienced in keeping full-time employees included the military 
draft and disagreeable pets owned by employees. 
Anticipated problems in hiring 
Over twice as many employers, 71 of the 98 interviewed, anticipated 
problems in hiring and keeping farm employees between 1969 and 1975, as 
compared with the 1968 period. Thirteen of the other 27 employers did 
not plan on hiring full-time employees during this period. 
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— - - — — V » ». — «•••  ^y ^   ^  ^A. s./ LV «LdilO liJ. Vf i i L. i iC y 
anticipated were as follows: 
1) increased nonfarm competition, 18; 
2) health or age of employee, 16; 
3) increased competition with other farm employers, 15; 
4) family problems of employee, 11; 
5) other ambitions of employees, 7; 
6) low skills or poor quality of work, 5; and 
7) other, 8. 
A few of the 71 employers anticipated more than one type of problem. 
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Employers anticipated fewer family-type problems than occurred in 
1968. Fourteen percent of the 71 employers anticipated family problems 
as compared with 39 percent of the 33 employers reporting family problems 
in 1968. 
With a low unemployment level in Iowa in the spring of 1969, farm 
employers anticipated a high level of competition from farm and nonfarm 
employers. Health or age of employees was another major area of concern 
as one-fifth of the employers anticipated such problems. 
Of the seven employers concerned about other ambitions of their em­
ployees, at least four of these mentioned the ambition of the employee 
to become a farm operator. One employee with outside help, had rented 
a farm and was operating on his own in 1969. Another employee indicated 
he had money saved and some equipment purchased, but thought entry into 
a profitable farming operation of his own looked disappointingly slow 
and difficult to achieve. 
Low skills or poor quality of employee work was another problem ex­
pressed. Apparently, some employers were aware of the need for higher 
skilled employees with increased farm technology level. 
Plans to handle anticipated problems 
Of the 71 anticipating problems between 1969 and 1975, 20 were will­
ing to hire replacements having the desired skills. Sixteen planned to 
increase wages and/or other benefits if necessary to attract and keep 
full-time employees. Two other employees planned to do both. 
Several other employers indicated a willingness to take steps to 
reduce the full-time labor needs. Fifteen would consider decreasing the 
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size of the farm operation. Thirteen others said the use of family-
labor would probably increase as the use of full-time labor would de­
crease. However, some of these 28 employers noted that they would try 
to keep employees or hire replacements but if they could not profitably 
hire the labor needed, they would reduce or eliminate the employment of 
full-time employees. 
185 
OTHER STATISTICAL PROCEDURES AND FINDINGS 
This chapter presents methodologies used and results found in fur­
ther analyses of full-time farm employment. First, procedures and re­
sults will be presented that relate to pay levels. Then procedures and 
findings will be presented that relate to employee turnover and tenure. 
Pay Level Analysis 
The objective of this analysis was to determine what factors might 
have effects on the pay level of full-time employees. It was realized 
that some factors such as traditions, uncertainties related to farming 
and personal ties between employers and employees would probably 
have effects on employee pay. No effort was made to measure these vari­
ables. However an effort was made to determine and evaluate some rele­
vant variables which could have an effect on the level of employee pay. 
Model and assumptions used 
A linear regression model was used. The model and assumptions were 
as follows; 
Y = X e + e 
where Y is a vector of n observed values of the dependent variable, 
X is a matrix of n observations on k independent variables, 
P is a vector of k unknown constants, and 
€ is a vector of n unknown errors. 
It is further assumed that errors are independent with mean zero 
and constant variance. Also, each of X are assumed to be measured 
without error and X is of rank k < n. 
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When all of the above conditions hold, the method of least squares 
yields best linear unbiased estimates of the g coefficients. If the 
errors are assumed to be normally distributed, the regression coefficients 
/» 
(&) have the properties of being consistent and sufficient. 
In using the least squares regression analysis, it was realized that 
errors could result if the assumptions were violated. More frequent 
errors encountered are auto-correlation, multicollinearity, errors in 
variables, and heteroscedasicity. These errors are discussed in Johnston 
(46) and Johnson (45) and Arcus (2). 
Autocorrelation occurs when errors are not independent although 
assumed to be independent. Incomplete or inaccurate model specifications 
can be causes. Also errors in the independent variables or use of lagged 
variables can result in the condition of autocorrelation. The Durbin-
Watson test statistic was calculated in some of the regressions. There 
was no conclusive evidence of autocorrelated errors in those equations 
examined. With cross-section data and no lagged variables there was less 
chance of this error occurring. 
Multicollinearity occurs when independent variables are highly 
correlated. Regression coefficients are not uniquely determined when 
this condition occurs and if two independent variables are perfectly 
I 
correlated then the X X matrix is singular and the coefficients can not 
be determined at all. One indication of this problem occurs when coef­
ficients change signs as a result of the regression equation being altered 
slightly. There was not any multicollinearity problems encountered with 
the method used in determining the regression equations of employee incomes. 
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Errors in variables occur when the independent variables are not 
measured accurately. The data were personally collected and edited. 
Careful attention was given to securing accurate data. 
Heteroscedasticity occurs when the error term for all X and Y 
variables do not have identical variance. Efficiency is lowered as the 
variances and standard deviation of the coefficients estimated are not 
the smallest possible for the given sample size. If the variance term 
is known to be related to some measurable term such as the mean then a 
transformation of the data can be made. If this is not known then one 
must proceed with the estimation trusting that errors of this type either 
do not exist or have little effect on the analysis. This latter situation 
was assumed in the regression analyses. 
A stepwise regression procedure was used to determine the "best" 
regression equations. The stepwise procedure starts with a simple corre­
lation matrix of the Y and all the X variables. The first step is to 
include in the regression equation only the X variable which has the 
highest correlation with the Y variable. At this point the partial F 
criterion for the variable in the regression is evaluated and compared 
with the preselected F value corresponding to the desired percentage point 
of the appropriate F distribution. If the partial F value associated with 
the first X variable is higher than the preselected F value then a 
second X variable having the next highest correlation with variable Y 
is selected. This second variable enters the regression if the partial 
F criterion is higher than the preselected F value. At this point, the 
partial F value of the first X variable is checked to determine if it is 
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still higher than the F value selected. If this is true then a third X 
variable is considered. This process continues and each time another 
variable is added to the regression equation, variables added previously 
are checked to see if the calculated partial F values are above the F 
value selected. If this does not hold for any variable then it is ex­
cluded from the regression equation. Other variables are selected until 
the partial F values calculated are higher than the preselected F value 
for all the X variables within the regression equation and the partial 
F values calculated for all the other X variables not in the regression 
equation is less than the preselected F value. An X variable which may 
have been the best single variable to enter at an early stage may be 
superfluous at a later stage because of the relationship between it and 
other variables currently in the regression equation. 
Other procedures considered in determining the "best" regression 
equations were forward selection and backward elimination. However, in 
the opinion of Draper and Smith, the stepwise regression procedure is the 
best of the variable selection procedures (17, p. 172). Results of the 
income regression equations supported this view and thus stepwise regres­
sion results will be presented. 
Dependent variables 
Total employee income was examined on an hourly and an annual basis. 
Particular attention was given to the total income variables. However, 
various components of total pay including hourly wages, monthly wages, 
other cash benefits, noncash benefits, and total cash benefits on an 
hourly basis were examined as well. These Y variables are identified 
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below: 
= Total employee income per year 
= Total employee income per hour 
Y2 • Wages per month 
Y  ^ • Wages per hour 
Y  ^ = Other cash benefits per year 
Yg = Total wage and other cash benefits per hour 
Yy = Value of perquisites per year 
Independent variables 
The independent variables examined are listed below: 
= Marital status of employee 
" Age of employee 
X  ^ " Formal education level of employee 
X  ^ = Distance to a city or large town 
X  ^ = Age of employee squared 
- Total man-nriortths of labor (fainily and hired) in 196S 
Xy = Ratio of hired to family labor in 1968 
Xg = Skill level of employee 
Xg = Man-months worked in 1968 by all full-time hired employees 
Xj^ Q = Tenure of employee 
X^  ^ = Formal education level of employer(s) 
*12 " ^8  ^ of employer(s) 
Xj^ 2 ~ Total acres operated 
X,, = Total tillable acres in 1968 14 
X^  ^ = Tillable acres per man-month of total labor used 
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= Size of hog operation 
= Total animal units 
X = Animal units per man-month of total labor used 
18 
The marital status variable was set equal to one if the employee 
was married and to zero if single. 
The distance to a city or a large town variable was defined as the 
distance between the place of work and a town of 20,000 or more people. 
Two skill classes were considered. For employees above the semi­
skilled level, the skill variable was set equal to one. For the semi­
skilled and unskilled, the variable was set equal to zero. 
Tenure of an employee was defined as the total number of months 
that he had worked on the farm studied. 
When there were more than one operator on the farm studied, then the 
education of employer(s) variable was derived by finding the average edu­
cation of all operators on the farm. The same procedure was used in 
calculating the age of employer(s) variable. 
Total tillable acres variable was defined as total acres operated 
on the farm in 1968 less acres of permanent pasture, acres of set aside 
or conserving base for government program participation and acres of 
land in farmsteads, roads, ditches, etc. 
Total animal units were calculated by applying roughage-snd-grain 
consuming animal unit weights. These weights were multiplied by the 
numbers of livestock and poultry found in the survey. Where necessary, 
adjustments were made to keep animal units on a common, annual basis. 
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Data 
The data used in the regression analysis were taken from the per­
sonal surveys of employers and employees. The roughage-and-grain 
consuming annual unit weights were obtained from secondary sources 
(38, p. 17; 1, p. 115). Also, the distance to city variable was not 
asked in the survey but was determined by locating each farm and cal­
culating the distance to the nearest population center of 20,000 or 
more people. 
Purpose of analysis 
The major purpose of the regression on the income variables was to 
explore which variables may have a significant effect on employee pay 
levels. Also of concern was the amount of variation that may be accounted 
2 for by the independent variables (R or coefficient of determination) 
and the strength of the relationship between Y and the other X variables 
in the particular equation (overall F value). It was realized that the 
stepwise regression procedure v.-culd rasult in some bias in the regression 
2 
coefficients, R (the square of the multiple correlation coefficient) 
and the overall F value. However, the purpose of the analysis was to 
explore relationships of independent variables with the income variables 
rather than test hypotheses. 
Determining the regression equations 
First, a correlation matrix of variables excluding those relating 
to animal units and land (X^ ,^ ^15' ^17' ^18  ^ was computed. These 
latter variables were added after more thought and time was given to the 
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analysis. In the previous work with the 13 independent variables, the 
variables were ordered according to the magnitude of the partial corre­
lation coefficients associated with the particular dependent variable. 
Then forward selection and sequential deletion procedures were used in 
addition to the stepwise procedure. Only stepwise regression procedures 
were used after the additional five variables were considered. The re­
sult of adding the other five independent variables was essentially a 
substitution of the total animal units variable for the size of hog 
operation variable in equations where the latter had been significant in 
the previous work. Also, the multiple correlation coefficient was 
slightly higher when the total animal units variable was included in 
the regression equation. 
The regression equations presented are those which fitted the data 
most closely (as measured by the multiple correlation coefficient), 
while at the same time, having regression coefficients significantly 
different from zero at the 10 percent level of significance. 
Results 
Regression equations on the income variables are presented in 
2 Table 42. The R and overall F values are presented below each regres­
sion equation. 
The signs of the coefficients in the regression equations were as 
2 
expected. The magnitude of R was not as large as desired but it was 
realized before the study was made that several factors such as tradi­
tion and personal ties between employers and employees could not be 
measured. Also, variation in quality of farm output as well as outside 
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Table 42. Employee income equations 
= 2,024.55 + 1^59.50 + 112.20 X  ^ - 14.17 X  ^ - 1.73 X  ^ + 169.82 X  ^ + 
527.40 Xg + 87.61 X^  ^ + .190 X^  ^
2 R = .6042 Overall F value = 17.0 
= 1.0406 + .5092 X  ^ + .0387 X  ^ - .0088 X  ^ - .00013 X  ^ + .0699 X  ^ + 
.0311 X^  ^ + .00008 X^  ^
2 R = .5118 Overall F value = 13.5 
Y3 = 256.71 + 62.304 X  ^ - .027 X  ^ + 1.586 X  ^
2 R = .2687 Overall F value = 11.5 
Y  ^ = .6560 + .2065 X  ^ - .00011 X  ^ + .0228 X^  ^ + .00706 X^  ^ + .000046 
2 R = .2936 Overall F value =7.6 
Y  ^ = - 211.47 + 46.138 X  ^ + 98.998 X  ^ + 316.70 X 
2 R = .2328 Overall F value 9.5 
Y  ^ = .3015 + .3467 X  ^ + .0371 X  ^ - .00012 X  ^ + .0579 X  ^ + .0318 X^^  ^ + 
.00638 X^2 
2 
R = .4370 Overall F value = 11.8 
Yy = 870.94 + 431.16 X  ^ + .11862 X^  ^
2 R = .1559 Overall F value = 8.8 
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business activities by employers probably accounted for some variation 
in the income variable. For example, purebred hog producers were sell­
ing hogs at a much higher price than other hog producers. Also, em­
ployers with outside business income may have done less discounting of 
expected labor returns from farming due to reduced uncertainty of income. 
Hence, they may have offered higher pay packages. 
Total pay level Total pay level on an annual basis, Y ,^ had 
2 
the best fit (R = .60) of the seven income variables examined. The 
overall F value was also the highest at 17. As expected, the age of 
employee variable was positive and the age of employee squared variable 
was negative. Hence, the quadradic relationship between age and total 
income, ceteris paribus, resulted in pay increasing at a decreasing rate 
until 32 years of age and then decreasing at an increasing rate from age 
33 until age 65, when the relationship became negative. 
The magnitude of the coefficient associated with marital status indi­
cates the wide difference in total annual pay between married and single 
employees. A negative relationship between total pay and distance to 
city was expected as lower opportunity costs associated with more distant 
nonfarm jobs and less awareness of nonfarm job opportunities may have 
been relevant factors. 
The ratio of hired labor to family labor variable was positively re­
lated to the variable. Thus, employers who hired a larger proportion 
of their labor tended to provide a higher annual pay level to full-time 
employees. 
The skill level variable was significantly related to total annual 
pay. Those in the higher skill category tended to receive more pay than 
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those in the lower skill category as indicated by the regression coef­
ficient of 527. 
Employer(s) education and total animal units variables were also 
significantly related to total annual pay of employees. The employer 
education level may reflect greater management abilities of employers 
and greater awareness of the value of the employees' labor. The total 
animal units variable reflects the amount of resources employed on the 
farm and hence, the potential to profitably employ workers at higher 
pay levels. 
2 Total pay on an hourly basis, Y2, had the next highest R value 
associated with the regression equation. However, the age of employee 
and skill of employee variables were not significant at the .10 signifi­
cance level. Instead, employee education was significant at the .10 
level. Pay tended to increase with increased years of education. The 
employee education level appears to account for some pay variability 
associated with age and skill. The simple correlation coefficients 
between employee education versus employee age and employee skill were 
-.42 and .31 respectively. 
Total cash benefits The third best fit of the income variables 
examined was the combined cash wages and other cash benefits on an hourly 
basis, Employee marital status, employee education level, employee 
age squared, ratio of hired to family labor, age of employer(s) and edu­
cation of employer(s) were the variables significantly related to Y .^ 
All signs of the regression coefficients were positive except for the em­
ployee age squared variable. 
Monthly wages The monthly wage variable, Y ,^ was significantly 
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related to marital status, age of employee squared and total man-months 
of labor used on the farm. The sign of the coefficient associated with 
the employee age squared variable was again negative while the regression 
coefficients of marital status of employee and total man-months of labor 
were positive. As size of farm increased in terms of labor use, monthly 
wages paid tended to increase. 
Hourly wages The hourly wage variable, Y ,^ was significantly 
related to marital status of employee, age of employee squared, education 
of employer(s) and number of animal units. Signs were all positive except 
the age of employee squared variable. 
Other dollar payments Y ,^ the annual amount of other cash benefits 
besides wages, was significantly related to education and skill of employ­
ees as well as ratio of hired to family labor. The more educated and 
higher skilled employees were paid significantly more in the form of 
incentive payments, bonuses and other nonwage cash benefits. Also, 
those farms hiring a larger proportion of their labor were paying more in 
the form of other cash benefits. Perhaps these farmers were in a position 
to supervise the work less closely. Nevertheless, much of the variation 
in other cash extras were not explained by the regression equation . 
Value of perquisites Only two variables were found to be signi­
ficantly related tc value of perquisites, Y .^ These were employee marital 
status and number of animal units. The two variables explained only a 
small proportion of the total variation. 
In concluding, the positive sign of the coefficient associated with 
employer(s) age will be examined more closely. This variable was signif­
icant in two of the regression equations. It could be assumed that 
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younger employers would be more innovative and cognizant of the value of 
skilled employees. However, the education of employer(s) variable which 
was significant in four of the regression equations may have accounted 
for any educational and management edge of younger employers. The age 
of employer(s) variable appears to indicate the accumulation of wealth 
or size of farming operation since in the two equations in which em-
ployer(s) age is significant, the total animal units variable is not 
significant. The age variable may indicate some management skills learned 
by experience, too. 
Employee Turnover Analysis 
The main objective of the turnover analysis was to determine what 
variables might have effects on the turnover of full-time farm employees. 
Of particular interest was the relationship between employee turnover 
and employee pay levels. 
It was recognized that there could be several variables causing 
turnover besides those measured. For example, sickness, disabling ac­
cidents, death, military draft, and an unhappy wife could be some of 
the variables affecting employee turnover. Nevertheless, an attempt was 
made to determine some relevant variables affecting turnover of farm 
employees. 
Models and assumptions used 
A multiple regression model as discussed in the last section was 
applied first. A factor analysis model was then used to resolve some 
independent variables into a fewer number of factors. A regression 
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model was then used to regress employee turnover on the factor scores 
derived from factor analysis and the remaining independent variables. 
Discriminate analysis was attempted in an effort to examine turnover 
between 1968 and the time of interviewing in 1969. 
The factor analysis model used and assumptions were as follows; 
2 = AF + V 
where 2 is a vector of n standardized variables; i.e. 2, = i * 
S. 1 
F is a vector of n factors, 
A is an (n x m) matrix of factor coefficients called factor 
loadings, m < n, 
V is a vector of n error terms, 
V is distributed independently of F and both F and V have 
multi-variate distributions, 
E (V) = E (F) = 0, 
E (V V) = U, a diagonal matrix, 
E  ( F F ' )  = 1 ;  i . e . ,  t h e  f a c t o r s  a r e  u n c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h  v a r i a n c e  
=  1 .  
It follows that 2 has a multivariate normal distribution with an 
, » 
expected covariance matrix, C = E (2 2 /n) = A A + U. The elements of 
I 
the diagonal A A are called communalities and elements of U are called 
specific variances of the n variables. A is not unique; i.e., any orth­
ogonal transformation of A will reproduce the correlation matrix. Hence, 
the coefficient matrix A can be derived in many different ways (64, p. 553). 
In the model, common factors account for the correlation among the 
variables while error term accounts for the remaining variance of the 
variables. 
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The A matrix which contains the factor loadings derived from the 
model can be interpreted in three ways. First, the loadings represent 
the relative importance of each factor in influencing each observed 
variable. Secondly, the loadings represent the net correlation coef­
ficients between each factor and each observed variable. Thirdly, the 
loadings provide a basis for combining the variables into common groups 
(50, p. 552). 
Hemmerle's APTERYX program was used to derive the factor loadings 
(37). The initial value of the communalities were set equal to 0.5. 
To obtain an idea of the number of factors, Hotelling - principal com­
ponents method was employed first. Latent root values were plotted by 
factors to determine the approximate number of factors. Then Lawley -
maximum likelihood (weighted least squares) method was employed to obtain 
factor loadings. 
The factor loadings were then rotated to obtain meaningful factors 
that were more easily interpreted and useful for comparisions with other 
studies. The transformation was orthogonal and thus the communalities 
remained invariant under the rotation. 
By using the communalities and factor loadings, factor scores were 
computed for each factor over all farms. Two different methods were 
employed. 
One method called the short method makes use of the fundamental 
theroem of factor analysis: R = R + D  ^ i.e. the reproduced correlations 
with units in the principal diagonal are equal to the observed corre-
I 
lations. With orthogonal factors, the factor scores matrix F was computed 
as follows: 
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A' r ' -2 1-1 ' -2 ' F = Ll + A D AJ A D 2 
where I is an. identity matrix of rank 
A is the (m x SL) factor loading matrix, 
I 
A is the transpose of A, 
- 2  2  D is the inverse of the (m x m) diagonal matrix D which is 
total variance less the common variance, 
I 
Z is the transpose of 2 which is the (n x m) matrix of obser­
vations on variables and 
F is the (jLx n) factor scores matrix 
There are n observations, m variables and jL factors. Harman discusses 
this method (27, p. 262-263). The only exception to the method he dis­
cusses is that the 2 matrix was not standardized in the above equation. 
A computer program was personally written. Standardizing the 2 matrix 
did not appear necessary for the use envisioned. 
The second method used to obtain factor scores was the least squares 
method. With orthogonal factors the factor scores matrix Y was computed 
as follows; 
Y = 2 B 
_ 1 
where B = A G 
G = A A, 
A is a factor loading matrix, 
2 is a normalized data matrix, and 
Y is the least squares factor score matrix. 
This method minimizes the sum of squares of elements in the residual 
matrix when the factor score matrix multiplied by the factor loading 
matrix is subtracted from the data matrix. This method is discussed by 
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Horst (39, pp. 478-479). The program used was written by Dr. James 
A. Walsh, professor of Statistics and Psychology at Iowa State University. 
The factor score matrix was used in the stepwise regression model 
building framework to determine if the factors or other variables were 
significantly related to employee turnover rates for the one-year and 
the five-year periods. 
The factor score matrix was used with other variables in discrimi­
nate analysis of turnover of employees between 1968 and prior to inter­
viewing in 1969. The dependent turnover variable was either zero if the 
interviewed employee was still employed on the same farm or one if the 
employee was no longer employed on the same farm. 
As Johnston has indicated, the difficulty encountered in applying 
classical least squares where the dependent variable is dichotomous is 
that the assumption of homoscedastic disturbances is untenable. Writing 
I I f 
the model in the form e = Y - X P, e must either equal - X P or 1- X P 
2 ' * 
and var (e) =E(e ) = (X @) (1 - X B). He notes that Goldberger has 
suggested a two-stage approach. First estimates of P would be obtained 
by the conventional least squares method. Then the estimates of P would 
f 
be inserted in the variance-covariance matrix which is a diagonal, X^@ 
t 
(1 - X^@), i = 1, n. The resultant matrix could then be used to derive 
the generalized least squares estimate (46, pp. 227, 228). 
Initial estimates of @ were obtained and substituted into the var-
iance-covariance matrix. The result of this effort was that a few of 
the variance terms were negative and thus the final stage was ignored. 
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Dependent variables 
Annual employee turnover rates were defined in the previous chapter. 
One estimate of the five-year turnover rate RT(1964-1968) was considered. 
Two estimates of the one-year turnover rates were considered. Both RT 
(1968)^ and KT(1968)2 as well as RT(1964-1968) were defined in the pre­
vious chapter. 
Another variable considered was the average tenure of all full-time 
workers employed during 1968. This variable was the sum of the man-
months of all full-time employees on the farm in 1968 divided by the 
number of these employees. In some respects this variable approximates 
the inverse of the turnover variables and thus was not considered separ­
ately. The correlation coefficient between average tenure and the 1964-
1968 rate of turnover was -.42. 
The dependent variables are identified below. 
Y, = Annual rate of employee turnover for the 1964-1968 period, 
RT(1964-1968) 
RT(1968)^ 
Yg = Annual rate of employee turnover for the 1968 period, 
RT(1968)2 
Y^ = Average tenure of all full-time employees in 1968 
Independent variables 
The independent variables are identified below. 
= Number of man-months of full-time labor hired in 1968 
= Employer's opinion regarding supervision of employee 
X^ = Employer's opinion regarding responsibility given to 
employee 
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Employer's opinion regarding clearness of job instructions 
Employer's opinion regarding expected work carried out by 
the employee 
Employer's opinion regarding employee preferences con­
sidered in job assignments 
Employer's opinion regarding displeasing "busy" work held 
to a minimum or eliminated 
Employer's opinion regarding attempt to improve employee's 
comfort at work 
Employer's opinion regarding reasonableness of employee 
working hours 
Employer's opinion regarding employee permission to take 
time off 
Employer's opinion regarding encouraging employee opinions 
in planning or carrying out plans of farming operation 
Employer's opinion regarding recoginition and thanking for 
good work done 
Employer's opinion regarding jobs requested rather than 
commanded 
Emplover's opinion regarding employee given a sense of 
belonging or part of the team 
Employer's opinion regarding encouragement given employee 
to participate in community activities 
Employer's opinion regarding employee participation in 
community activities 
Employer's opinion regarding encouragement of employee to 
take extension short courses 
Employer's opinion regarding encouragement given employee 
to attend farm organization meetings. 
Employer's opinion regarding employee care of farm equip­
ment 
Annual amount of incentive payments 
Number of days of vacation normally available 
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*22 " Title of employee 
X22 = Age of employee 
= Education of employee 
= Employee's opinion regarding supervision given by employer 
X^^ = Employee's opinion regarding responsibility received from employer 
X^^ = Employee's opinion regarding clearness of job instructions 
X^g = Employee's opinion regarding his preferences considered in job 
assignments 
~ Employee's opinion regarding displeasing "busy" work held to a 
minimum 
X^g = Employee's opinion regarding effort to improve his comfort at work 
X^^ = Employee's opinion regarding reasonableness of his working hours 
X^2 - Employee's opinion regarding permission to take time off 
X^^ ~ Employee's opinion regarding his opinion encouraged in planning or 
carrying out plans of the farming operation 
X., = Employee's opinion regarding recognition and thanks for good work 
done 
X^^ = Employee's opinion regarding jobs requested rather than commanded 
X^^ = Employee's opinion regarding his sense of belonging or part ot the 
team 
X^^ = Employee's opinion regarding employer encouragement to participate 
in community activities 
X-„ = Employee's opinion regarding his participation in community acti­
vities 
X^g = Employee's opinion regarding his acceptance by the community 
X^Q - Distance to a city or larger town 
X^^ = Annual amount of other cash payments (excluding wages) 
X^2 ~ Annual amount of total employee pay 
X^2 = Hourly amount of total employee pay 
205 
= Skill level of employee 
= Education, of employer(s) 
The aarital status variable was set equal to one for married em­
ployees and equal to zero for single employees. Likewise, only two 
skill classes were considered. The variable was given a value of one if 
the employee was ranked above the semi-skilled level. Otherwise, the 
skill variable received a value of zero 
Two title categories were examined. For employees receiving the 
title "hired man", the variable was given a value of one. Otherwise, 
the title variable received a value of zero. The distance to a city or 
larger town was defined as the closest distance between the farm where 
employed and a population center of 20,000 or more people. 
In cases of two or more form operators, the education of employer(s) 
variable was derived by finding the average amount of formal education 
of all operators on the farm. 
The opinion questions were multiple choice type questions with five 
choices. They were coded one to five with a value of one corresponding 
to the most negative response such as "never" or "none" and the value of 
five corresponding to the most positive response such as "always" or "all". 
Data 
The data used in the factor analysis and regression analysis were 
taken from the personal surveys of employers and employees in the study. 
The distance to city variable was calculated from maps rather than asking 
employers, 
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Purpose of analysis 
The major purpose of the regression analysis was to explore what 
variables might have a significant effect on employee turnover. Also 
of concern was the amount of variation in turnover accounted for by the 
variables significantly related to turnover. Of particular interest 
was the extent that employee pay level was related to employee turnover. 
The major purpose of the factor analysis was to resolve 33 opinion 
questions into a lesser number of orthoganal factors which could be used 
to calculate factor scores, which in turn could be used in regression 
analysis. Another purpose of the factor analysis was to examine the 
factor loadings to determine how the variables form common groups within 
a factor and thus determine a common factor name to encompass those 
variables having higher factor loadings. 
Results 
The results of stepwise regression analysis of the 4 dependent 
• • J  ^^  1 1 1 O O  ^ J ^  ^  »» J ^   ^  ^ i ^ 1 ^  m mm ^   ^J m w  ^ <5  ^ /•  ^ O 
variables included in the regression equations were all significant at 
the .10 level. Most of the variables were opinion variables. One problem 
noted was that some signs of the regression coefficients associated with 
these variables were different than expected. The number of significant 
2 
variables and the R value was especially a problem with when all 94 
observations were considered. 
It was noted that several observations on the dependent variables 
^1' ^ 2' ^3 zero values. To obtain an idea of the effect of the 
31 observations with zero values on turnover for the 1964-1968 period, 
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Table 43. Employee turnover and tenure equations with all 39 independent 
variables considered, n = 94 
= .8730 - .1615 XG 
2 R » ,0641 Overall F value = 6.30 
- .379 + .194 + .191 Xg - .206 - .015 X^^ + .194 X^^ " •*37 
= ,3401 Overall F value = 7.47 
Y^ = .272 + .113 Xg - .124 X^^ " -Oil X^^ + .154 - .083 X^ 
2 R = ,2777 Overall F value = 6.77 
Y^  = 101.94 + 9.61 X^  + 20.28 X^  - 13.12 XG - 32.53 X^  ^+ 1.18 X^  ^-
10.49 X^^ + 16.95 X^3 
2 
R = .3967 Overall F value =8.10 
Table 44. Employee turnover and tenure equation with all 39 independent 
variables considered, n = 63 
Y^ = 1.686 - .146 X^ + .117 X^ - .090 X^ - .096 Xg - 212 + .057 X^^^ 
- ,009 X23 - .054 X^g + .065 X^^ + .080 X^^ - .041 X__ + .137 X_ 
- '054 *36 - '05* =36 
2 
R = .7366 Overall F value = 9.59 
Y^ « 215.42 - 30.99 X^^ - 5.75 Xj^^ - 8.81 X^g + 24.30 X^^ 
2 
R = .2701 Overall F value = 5.37 
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these observations were removed from the analysis and stepwise regression 
procedures were again applied to the remaining 63 observations with posi­
tive values. Table 44 indicates the results of this effort on and 
The number of significant variables related to Y^ changed from one with 
n = 94 to 14 with n = 63. The amount of variation explained increased 
from 6 percent to 74 percent. The employee tenure regression equation 
for the 63 observations resulted in fewer significant variables and 
about one-third less variation explained than for the 94 observations. 
Upon examining the correlation matrix of the variables, it was 
noted that a high intercorrelation existed between many of the opinion 
variables. Sections of the correlation matrix are presented in Tables 
45, 46 and 47. Due to the high correlation between many of the opinion 
variables and the limited number of observations, the 33^ opinion vari­
ables were factor analyzed. 
The 33 variables were resolved into 3 factors. The appropriate 
number of factors was determined by applying principal components factor 
analysis and obtaining eigenvalues on 11 factors. These eigenvalues were 
ordered according to magnitude. These values were then plotted for each 
2 factor. By considering the slope of the curves, it was estimated that 
^Three original opinion questions were dropped due to probable mis­
interpretation by respondents. These included employee and employer 
questions on job training as well as the employee question regarding 
whether the employer encouraged the employee to attend farm organization 
meetings. 
2 
The eigenvalues were 6.5, 2.7, 2.4, 1.8, 1.7, 1.5, 1.4, 1.2, 1.2, 
1.1 and 1.1 for 11 factors with 94 observations. The eigenvalues were 
6.9, 3.0, 2.3, 1.8, 1.7, 1.6, 1.5, 1.3, 1.1, 1.1 and 1.1 for 11 factors 
with 63 observations. 
Cable 45. First part of the correlation matrix of 33 opinion variables 
Variable Variable (employer view) 
(employer view with „ 
description abbre- 2 
viated) 
^3 *4 *5 *6 *8 S  
Xg Supervision -. 65 .18 -.33 -.20 .07 -.04 .01 
X^ Responsibility -.12 .31 
CM 
-. 08 0
 
1 
.04 
X, Job instructions 4 -.02 .03 -.13 .13 -.02 
X^ Expected work done .18 
C
O
 o
 .16 .06 
X^ Job preferences 
.44 .16 .05 
Xj "Busy" work .03 .18 
Xg Employee comfort 
.11 
Xg Working hours 
Time off 
X^^ Employee planning 
X^2 Employee thanked 
Xj^2 Jobs requested 
Sense of belonging 
X^^ Encourage community 
participation 
X^^ Employee community 
participation 
X,^ Encouraged short 
courses 
Xj^g Encourage farm 
organization partic­
ipation 
X^g Care of equipment 
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'10 11 12 13 '14 15 16 17 18 19 
.15 
.12 
.05 
.02 
.08 
.11  
.02 
.28  
•;47 
.47 
.03 
.24 
.33 
.06  
.23 
.11  
- . 0 6  
. 26  
.27 
.20  
.21 
.15 
.14 
.18 
.15 
. .01  
.34 
. 2 2  
.39 
. 0 1  
.36 
.23 
. 1 1  
.12 
.06  
-.03 
.40 
.40 
.27 
.33 
.10 
.41 
. 21  
- . 0 1  
.09 
-.07 
.09 
.30 
.45 
.49 
- . 1 8  
.25 
-.07 
- . 0 2  
. 1 1  
-.15 
.05 
-.05 
+ .09 
.40 
.27 
.24 
.13 
-.24 
.33 
.17 
.16  
.03 
- . 0 6  
.17 
-.03 
- . 0 1  
.32 
.26 
.33 
.21 
.33 
.31 
. 2 2  
.16  
- .08 
.02 
.02 
.06 
.03 
- . 0 2  
.23 
. 20  
.07 
-.05 
.31 
.07 
.07 
.17 
.10 
.05 
.15 
.20 
.09 
.15 
.28 
.23 
.08 
.00 
.54 
.44 
.47 
.05 
.51 
.23 
.05 
.13 
. .08 
- . 1 0  
.44 
.28 
.40 
.37 
.07 
.10 .21 
.42 
.25 
-.03 
- . 0 2  
Table 46. Second part of the correlation matrix of 33 opinion variables 
Variable Variable (employee view) 
(employee view with Xgg 
description abbre­
viated^ 
*26 *27 *28 *29 *30 
Supervision 20 16  - . 06  01 10 
*26 Responsibility . 2 2  - . 0 1  23 .14 
Job instructions 
X2g Job preferences 
X^g "Busy" work 
.02 08 11 
.20 .34 
05 
X^Q Employee comfort 
X^^ Working hours 
Time off 
X^^ Employee planning 
X^^ Employee thanked 
X^^ Jobs requested 
X^^ Sense of belonging 
X__ Encouraged in community 
participation 
X^g Employee community 
participation 
X^g Acceptance by community 
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'31 '32 33 34 '35 36 37 38 '39 
- . 1 2  
. 0 1  
.02 
.25 
.09 
.36 
.10 
.09 
.14 
.03 
.07 
.32 
.39 
.14 
.28 
.31 
.25 
.10 
.36 
.31 
.17 
.15 
.37 
.20 
.27 
. 16  
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Table 47. Third part of the correlation matrix of 33 opinion variables 
Variable Variable (employee view) 
(employer view with 
description abbre­
viated) 
*25 *26 *27 * 28 *29 *30 
*2 Supervision .13 -.01 -.31 .19 - .08 -.03 
Responsibility 
-.15 .18 .18 -.07 .05 .07 
*4 Job instructions -.17 .11 .05 -.09 -.10 -.06 
*5 Expected work done -.33 -.01 .10 .09 .02 .19 
*6 Job preferences -.21 .15 .42 .17 .17 .24 
*7 "Busy" work -.03 .06 .07 .27 .11 .16 
*8 Employee comfort -.13 .01 .08 .01 -.13 
.09 
*9 Working hours -.13 ..01 .08 .17 .14 - .04 
*10 Time off .09 -.10 .09 .21 .01 .02 
*11 Employee planning -.20 .15 .17 .10 .14 .14 
*12 Employee thanked -.29 .07 .18 -.06 -.06 .12 
*13 Jobs requested -.27 .15 .12 -.09 .09 .08 
*14 Sense of belônging -.28 .01 .22 -.03 -.06 .15 
*15 Encouraged community .01 participation 
.09 .04 -.13 .05 .08 
*16 Employee community participation 
-.09 .22 
-.09 -.14 .06 .10 
*17 Encouraged short 
courses 
.11 -.04 .14 -.05 -.27 .04 
*18 Encouraged farm 
organization 
participation 
.07 -.02 .06 .05 -.08 .09 
*19 Care of equipment -.28 .23 .25 .10 .02 .15 
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X31 ^32 *33 *34 *35 *36 *37 *38 *39 
-.19 -.18 -.25 
.17 .17 .19 
.20 .06 -.02 
.22 .13 .06 
.29 .22 .35 
.16 .06 .12 
.02 -.07 -.03 
-.09 .04 -.00 
.06 .02 .10 
.21 .13 .42 
.32 .15 .27 
.15 .14 .13 
.16 .15 .21 
.02 -.04 .21 
.08 -.01 .23 
.06 -.04 .14 
-.05 .16 .23 
.25 .13 .23 
-.16 -.26 -.24 
.30 .33 .17 
-.01 -.08 .00 
.13 .20 .20 
.28 .51 .25 
.24 .17 .14 
.07 .12 -.14 
-.07 -.10 -.08 
.03 -.03 .01 
.24 .34 .12 
.25 .37 .13 
.21 .40 .14 
.17 .41 .35 
-.00 .17 -.07 
.08 .17 -.02 
.08 .11 .08 
-.01 .09 -.08 
.20 .38 .20 
-.13 -.29 -.26 
.14 .21 .22 
-.13 -.06 -.17 
.18  .16  .11  
.22 .25 .12 
.12  .11  .18  
-.03 .05 -.07 
.01 -.00 .06 
.25 .22 -.10 
.20 .33 .11 
.05 .11 -.13 
.01 .13 .11 
.15 .10 .17 
-.04 .09 -.07 
.10 .43 .14 
.10 .20 .06 
.03 .12 -.01 
.05 .13 .08 
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there were 3 factors to be resolved from the 33 variables. 
In the next step, maximum likelihood factor analysis was applied 
with the specification of 3 factors and 0.5 as the initial value of the 
communalities. Residual variance terms were examined. Most of the resi­
dual values were quite small but a few were above .20.^ The factor 
loadings obtained were then rotated by means of a verimax rotation. 
Three orthognal factor loadings vectors were obtained. In Table 48, factor 
loadings are presented from all 94 observations. Factor loadings in 
Table 49 were calculated from 63 observations which excluded farms with 
no turnover between 1964 and 1968. Factor loadings of .30 or higher are 
underlined in the tables. 
Factor 1 was called employee attitude of on-farm labor management 
conditions since most of the large negative loadings occurred on employee 
opinions of working conditions and relations. Some employee opinion 
variables most responsible for defining Factor 1 were employee thanked for 
good work, employee given a sense of belonging, employer requested rather 
than commanded jobs be done, employee views given consideration in plan­
ning or carrying out plans for the farming operation and employer attempt 
to improve employee comfort. 
Factor 3 was called employer attitude of on-farm labor management 
conditions since most of the large negative factor loadings of Factor 3 
were on employer views of working conditions and relationships on the 
^In the consideration of four factors, the residual values changed 
very little. The residual sum of squares declined only slightly. Hence, 
only three factors were given further consideration. 
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Table 48. Factor loadings, means, standard deviations 
variables, 94 observations 
of 33 opinion 
Variable 
(employer view with 
description abbreviated) 
Factors Standard 
deviation 1 2 3 Mean 
Supervision .16 -.09 .63 2.90 1.06 
Responsibility -.16 .07 -.67 3.68 .80 
X, Job instructions 4 
.02 -.21 -.04 4.26 .73 
X^ Expected work done -.20 -.22 -.50 4.34 .69 
X^ Job preferences -.45 .05 -.25 3.40 1.04 
X^ "Busy" work -.36 .09 .15 3.63 1.03 
Xg Employee comfort .04 .10 -.22 4.20 .71 
Xg Working hours -.03 .09 .03 4.40 .57 
X^Q Time off -.09 .20 .17 4.91 .28 
X^^ Employee planning -.21 .34 -.61 2.73 1.24 
X^^ Employee thanked -.19 .19 -.48 4.10 .79 
X^^ Jobs requested -.15 .02 -.59 4.03 .89 
X^^^ Sense of belonging -.22 -.10 -.55 4.26 .60 
Xj^^ Encourage community 
participation .07 .62 -.32 2.57 1.53 
X^^ Employee community 
participation .01 .27 -.44 2.32 1.14 
X,^ Encourage short 
courses -.02 .50 -.14 1.44 1.11 
X^g Encouraged to attend farm 
organization meetings .06 .76 -.10 1.80 1.36 
X^Q Care of equipment -.17 -.12 -. 66 4.21 .91 
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Table 48 (continued) 
Variable 
(employee view with Factors 
description abbre­
viated) 1 2 3 Mean 
Standarc 
deviatic 
Supervision .12 .12 .36 2.39 .88 
Responsibility -.29 .02 -.13 4.02 .70 
X^^ Job instructions -.29 -.04 -.22 4.10 .74 
X^g Job preferences -.43 .07 .15 3.06 1.17 
X^g "Busy" work -.21 -.09 -.03 3.43 1.07 
X^Q Employee comfort -.56 .13 -.05 4.05 .84 
X^^ Working hours -.51 .04 -.22 4.30 .93 
X ^2 Time off -.46 -.14 -.12 4.56 .79 
XEmployee planning -.52 .36 -.26 2.80 1.29 
X^^ Employee thanked -.72 .05 -.16 3.87 1.16 
X J o b s  r e q u e s t e d  -.61 .10 -.37 4.03 1.02 
X^^ Sense of belonging -.67 -.05 -.14 4.03 1.00 
Encourage community 
participation 
-.44 .18 -.10 2.01 1.25 
X^g Employee community 
participation -.37 .27 -.23 2.03 1.08 
X^g Community acceptance -.20 .05 -.16 4.52 .71 
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Table 49. Factor loadings, means, standard deviations of 33 opinion 
variables, 63 observations 
Variable 
(employer view with 
description abbre- Factors Standard 
viated) 12 3 Mean deviation 
"2 Supervision ,19 -.11 .63 3.05 1.08 
Responsibility -.17 .10 -.73 3.55 .83 
Job instructions .07 .23 -.04 4.33 .67 
Expected work -.19 .11 -.43 4.24 .73 
Job preferences j -.53 -.09 -.22 3.32 1.10 
*7 "Busy" work -.34 -.24 .31 
3.57 1.06 
*8 Employee comfort .05 -.27 
-.22 4.22 .72 
S Working hours .04 -.22 .07 4.37 
.57 
Time off -.01 -.21 .16 4.89 .31 
Employee planning -.28 -.13 -.71 2.63 1.24 
"12 Employee thanked -.25 
-.13 -.47 4.08 .80 
Jobs requested -.20 -.04 -.55 3.94 .99 
"14 Sense of belonging -.30 .01 -.55 
4.22 .83 
Encouraged community 
participation .03 -.40 -.44 2.48 1.46 
Employee community 
participation .05 -.11 -.48 2.17 1.11 
=<17 Encourage short 
courses 
-.10 -.37 -.10 1.35 .98 
^18 Encouraged to attend farm organization 
meetings .08 -.92 -.09 1.76 1.31 
>=19 Care of equipment -.22 ,18 -.60 4.06 .99 
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Table 49 (continued) 
Variable 
(employee view with 
description abbre- " Standard 
viated) 12 3 Mean deviation 
*25 
Supervision .19 -.04 .37 2.38 .86 
*26 Responsibility -.35 .06 -.09 4.02 .72 
*27 Job instructions -.39 .08 -.11 4.08 .80 
*28 Job preferences -.41 -.26 .09 3.10 1.18 
*29 "Busy" work -.20 .05 -.12 3.44 1.17 
*30 Employee comfort -.55 -.23 -.01 4.00 .94 
*31 Working hours -.54 .06 -.24 4.33 .94 
*32 Time off -.45 .13 -.10 4.49 .89 
*33 Employee planning -.59 -.17 -.22 2.83 1.35 
*34 Employee thanked -.76 .01 -.13 3.76 1.24 
*35 Jobs requested -.71 -.11 -.32 3.94 1.13 
*36 Sense of belonging -.75 .07 . -.01 3.89 1.14 
*37 Encourage community participation -. 48 -.17 -.18 1.98 1.27 
*38 Employee community participation -.43 -.03 -.17 1.87 1.05 
*39 Community acceptance -.26 -.13 -.18 4.54 .61 
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the farm. Variables with higher loadings included employer views' of 
responsibility given to the employee, supervision given the employee, 
employee opinions considered in planning or carrying out plans for the 
farm operation, a sense of belonging given the employee, and jobs re­
quested rather than commanded to be done. 
Factor 2 was called employer view of off-farm educational and 
community activities of employees. Especially important to this factor 
was the encouragement given the employee to participate in farm organi­
zation meetings. Also, employer encouragement of employee to take ex­
tension short courses at the employer's expense and employer encourage­
ment to participate in community activities had high factor loadings. 
The magnitude of factor loadings changed only slightly as the 63 
observations with turnover between 1964 and 1968 were considered separ­
ately. Generally, the variables having large factor loadings with 94 
observations had even larger loadings with 63 observations. 
Most signs of the larger factor loadings of Factors 1 and 3 were 
negative. This was true when both 63 and 94 observations were considered. 
The high positive loadings of Factor 3 on X2 was consistent with high 
negative loadings of Factor 3 on the other variables since a favorable 
response to this opinion variable was opposite a favorable response to 
the other opinion variables. Thus, one may deduce from Factor 3 that 
on farms where employer views' of employee supervision is relatively high, 
employers may be expected to believe that responsibility given employees 
is low, less work is done than expected, employee opinions are considered 
less often in farm planning, employees are thanked for good work less 
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frequently, jobs are more frequently commanded rather than requested 
and employees are given a sense of belonging less frequently. 
Likewise, with the large negative factor loadings of Factor 1, 
one may deduce that on farms where employees view themselves as being 
given a sense of belonging less frequently, they may be expected to 
believe that jobs are commanded rather than requested more often, em­
ployees are less frequently thanked for good work and consideration of 
employee comfort is given relatively less often. 
Unlike Factor 1 and Factor 2, the signs of the factor loadings of 
Factor 2 nearly reversed when the subset of 63 were considered as com­
pared with all 94 observations. The three variables with the highest 
loadings on Factor 2 with 94 observations (X^g, and X^^) were the 
same variables with highest loadings with 63 observations. However, the 
signs on these loadings with all 94 observations were positive, but nega­
tive when the subset of 63 observations were considered. The means and 
standard deviations of the three variables were lower when the number of 
observations was 63 as compared with 94. 
With the number of observations equal to 94, one may deduce that 
employers view employee encouragement to attend farm organization meetings 
as relatively high on farms where the employee is frequently encouraged 
to participate in community activities and the employee is relatively 
more frequently encouraged to attend extension short courses at the 
employer's expense. 
The reverse was true with the 63 observations. One could deduce 
that employers view employee encouragement to attend farm organization 
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meetings as relatively low on farms where the employee is less fre­
quently encouraged to participate in community activities and the em­
ployee is relatively less often encouraged to attend extension short 
courses at the employer's expense. 
The factor loadings of the three factors were used in calculating 
factor scores. Matrices of factor scores of the three factors were com­
puted for all 94 observations as well as the subset of 63 farms with 
turnover between 1964 and 1968. Stepwise regression analysis procedures 
were carried out on the 94 and the subset of 63 observations. Factor 1, 
Factor 2 and Factor 3 are indicated by F^, F^, F^, respectively, in the 
equations derived. All 33 opinion variables (X^ through and X2^ 
through Xgg) were excluded and the 3 factors were included in the analysis. 
By using the short method. Tables 50 and 51 indicate that employee 
age and Factor 3 (employer attitude of on-farm labor management conditions) 
were two variables significantly related to employee tenure and the turn­
over measures at the .10 level of significance. The sign of the coeffi­
cient on the age variable indicates that as the age of the employee in­
creases, turnover tends to decrease and employee tenure tends to increase. 
Lack of alternative job opportunities or retraining possibilities of older 
farm employees may be contributing factors. Community ties among older 
employees may be greater, too. 
The plus sign of the regression coefficient of Factor 3 indicates 
that as employer attitudes toward labor management becomes more dis-
favorable, employee turnover tends to increase and employee tenure tends 
to decrease. There may be several reasons why employer attitude toward 
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Table 50. Employee turnover and employee tenure equations with three 
factors replacing 33 variables, factor scores computed by the 
short method, n = 94 
.889 - .006 + .137 
R = .2243 Overall F value = 13.15 
YO = 1.440 - .011 X23 + .275 F3 
Y. = 
R = .2214 
1.076 - .009 X23 + .200 F, 
Overall F value = 12.94 
R = .1897 Overall F value = 10.65 
Y, = 31.70 + 1.08 X23 - 12.56 F3 
R = .2156 Overall F value = 12.50 
Table 51. Employee turnover and employee tenure equations with three 
factors replacing 33 variables, factor scores computed by 
the short method. n = 63 
Y, = 
.979 - .007 - .005 X^3 + .106 F3 
R~ = .2475 — C /. 7 
YO = 1.826 - .015 X^ - .015 X23 + .273 F3 
R = .2857 Overall F value = 7.87 
YO = 1.227 - .013 X23 + .216 F3 
Y, = 
R = .2067 
8.51 - 11.96 F, 
Overall F value = 7.82 
R = .0825 Overall F value = 5.45 
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labor management was found to be more important than employee attitude 
in explaining employee turnover. The variability of employee attitudes 
on the same farm could have had an effect on those farms where more than 
one worker was employed regularly or where there was turnover in 1968. 
Perhaps if all of the full-time employees had been interviewed, Factor 
1 may have been a significant variable in the regression equations. 
Another variable found to be significant at the .10 level when 
only the subset of 63 observations were considered was the number of 
man-months of full-time labor hired in 1968. It appeared that the turn­
over rates tended to be lower on those farms hiring more full-time labor. 
Perhaps the added tasks of maintaining good relations between more em­
ployees was over-shadowed by employers' efforts to keep employees content. 
On farms hiring one full-time employee, the reduced labor supply result­
ing from the employee abruptly leaving can often be made up quickly with 
part-time hired or family labor until a suitable replacement is hired. 
On a farm hiring two or more full-time employees, the possibility of all 
the employees leaving at one time and the inability to find enough re­
placement labor to maintain the farming activities until permanent re­
placements can be hired, may act as an important employer incentive to 
keep his employees more satisfied. 
Tables 52 and 53 indicate the results of stepwise regression analysis 
of the turnover where the factor scores are based on the least squares 
method. The results of regressions on and were very similar to 
those with factor scores based on the short method. However, in the re­
gression equation of Y^, Factor 1, in addition to Factor 3 and employee 
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Table 52. Employee turnover and employee tenure equations with three 
factors replacing 33 variables, factor scores computed by 
the least squares methods, n = 94 
= .525 - .006 X23 + .116 
= ,2223 Overall F value = 13.01 
= .703 - .011 X23 - .155 F^ + .331 F^ 
= .2248 Overall F value = 8.70 
YG = .546 - .009 X23 + .164 F3 
R^ = .1816 Overall F value = 10.10 
Y, = - 14.27 + 1.16 X _ _  + 26.39 X,, - 8.14 F, 
4 Z J 44 ^ 
R^ = .2316 Overall F value = 9.04 
Table 53. Employee turnover and employee tenure equations with three 
factors replacing 33 variables, factor scores computed by the 
least squares method, n = 63 
Y^ = .765 - .007 X^ - .006 X^3 + .099 F3 
2 
R = .2466 Overall F value = 6.44 
Yg = .951 + .293 X^, - .020 X23 + .227 F3 
R^ = .2726 Overall F vaule = 7.37 
Y3 = .799 - .014 X23 + .204 F3 
2 
R = .2100 Overall F value = 7.97 
Y^ » 22.23 + 24.64 X^^ + 10.53 F^ 
2 
R = .1471 Overall F value = 5.17 
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age, were found significantly related to the 1968 rate of turnover with 
n = 94. With entering the equation last, the negative coefficient of 
was nearly offset by the Increased positive coefficients of F^. The 
negative sign of was not readily explainable. 
With n = 63, the title of employee variable was significantly related 
to Y2 itx addition to employee age and Factor 3. The positive sign of the 
regression coefficient indicates that turnover tends to be higher when 
employees are called by the title "hired man". Considering the results 
of this equation by using the short method in computing factor scores, it 
appears that title classes and man-months of full-time labor were nearly 
equal in explaining variation in Y2 when employee age and Factor 3 were 
included in the regression equations. 
The stepwise regression analysis on yielded dissimilar results 
using factor scores under the least squares method as compared with the 
short method. With n = 94, employee age was again positively related to 
tenure. However, instead of Factor 3, Factor 2 and employee skill level 
were significantly related to average employee tenure. Thus, those em­
ployees in the higher skill category tended to be on farms where average 
employee tenure was greater. Employers with longer tenured employees 
tended to do less encouraging of their employees to participate in commun­
ity and educational activities. 
Considering the subset of 63 observations, age of employee was not 
significant in regression on Y . However, employee skill level was again 
4 
significantly related to Y^ and the positive regression coefficient again 
indicated a tendency to have longer tenured employees on farms where the 
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full-time employees were higher skilled. Factor 2 was significantly re­
lated to with n = 63 and the plus sign indicates that employee tenure 
tended to be greater on those farms where employers were more disfavor-
able toward encouraging employee participation in community and educa­
tional activities. 
It was observed that if the critical F value would have been reduced 
to the extent that the level of significance equaled .15, a few other 
variables would have been included in the regression equation. For ex­
ample, under both methods of calculating factor scores and n = 94, annual 
pay on an hourly basis would have been the next variable to enter the 
regression equation on Yj^. If the pay variable had entered, the re­
gression coefficient would have been negative and thus indicated a nega­
tive inverse relationship between pay level and turnover, ceteris paribus. 
Factor 2 would also have entered the regression equation of Y^ with n = 
63. 
Other variables would have entered the regression equations of em­
ployee turnover in 1968 had the level of significance been reduced to 
approximately .15. These variables include: 1) level of incentive pay, 
2) skill level, 3) title class, and 4) man-months of full-time employee. 
As expected, there were negative signs on all the coefficients except 
employee title which was positive. 
With the lower probability level, other variables which would have 
entered at least one of the regression equations on Y^ included the three 
factors, education of the employer(s), age of employee, days of vacation 
of employee, and man-months of full-time employees. 
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In concluding, employee age and employer views' of on-farm labor 
management were often found to be significantly related to employee turn­
over and employee tenure. Other variables such as the amount of full-
time labor, employee skill, employee title. Factor 1 and Factor 2 were 
also found to be significant in one or more of the regression equations. 
Employee pay would have become significant at a lower level of signi­
ficance. Thus, the results indicate that pay may not be as nearly-an 
important factor in successful labor employment as some other factors, 
especially labor management practices of employers. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
American agriculture has been and continues to be an industry of 
changing structure. Farm labor has steadily declined over the past two 
decades as competitive forces in farming have resulted in capital being 
substituted for labor and land. One factor has been increased produc­
tivity resulting from improved technology incorporated in the capital 
inputs and greater "know how" to use these inputs. A second factor has 
been the declining relative prices of capital inputs as compared with 
the prices of land and labor. 
As farms have become larger and more capitalized, the complexity of 
decision making has become greater. The needed skill level of farm labor 
has also increased as size of enterprises and complexities of equipment 
have increased. 
This study examines conditions of full-time farm employment in an 
effort to resolve a farm labor paradox. The paradox results from full-
time job positions going unfilled in the late I960's at a time when labor 
was being "freed" from farming as a result of the declining farm numbers 
and substitution of capital for labor. 
Data were collected from 98 hog producers in eastern Iowa and 94 
full-time employees on these farms. Employee pay levels, pay package 
conditions, employee status, labor management conditions, and employee 
turnover were examined in an effort to determine possible causes of the 
farm labor paradox. 
Average pay level in the study was $5,780 or about $1,000 below the 
average pay of manufacturing workers. However, possible tax savings, no 
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union dues, little or no costs of commuting to work and possible lower 
costs of living would greatly reduce the gap in economic well-being. 
Sixty percent of the variation in total annual pay was explained 
by age, age squared, marital status and skill level of employees as 
well as distance to a city, ratio of hired to family labor, employer(s) 
education level and total animal units on the farm. The regression 
coefficients of these variables were all significantly different from 
zero at the .10 level. 
The employee income regressions suggest that much of the employee 
pay was based upon relevant economic factors. The quadratic relationship 
of employee age and pay, ceteris paribus, resulted in total pay increas­
ing to age 32, then decreasing and at age 65 becoming a negative relation­
ship. Ignoring other factors, higher skilled employees received $1,030 more 
total pay than lower skilled employees and married employees received 
over $1,300 more than single employees. Those working closer to larger 
towns received higher pay. Higher educated emolovees oaid more to their 
employees. Employers hiring a larger proportion of the labor force tended 
to pay more. Total animal units, a measure of farm output level, was 
also positively related to employee pay. 
However, employee tenure was not significantly related to pay level. 
In fact, total pay on an hourly basis varied by only four cents across 
all employee tenure classes. 
In examining the pay package conditions, farm employees worked about 
16 hours more per week than manufacturing workers. Even considering 
extra commuting time of manufacturing employees, the farm employees spent 
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at least 12 hours more away from home. Only one-fourth were paid over­
time, although time off was granted infrequently. Perhaps compensatory 
time and overtime pay could be used to make the farm pay package more 
attractive and competitive. 
Although properly designed incentive plans have advantages over 
bonuses, only one-fourth of the employees received incentive payment 
which averaged $1,038. In contrast, two-thirds of the employees received 
bonuses averaging $273. 
The average number of noncash extras desired by employees (4.6) 
nearly equaled the number received (4.7). However, the number of em­
ployees desiring health insurance coverage and a retirement plan was 
much greater than those receiving these benefits. Thirty-three employees 
desired health insurance and 33 desired a retirement plan but only 10 and 
3 employees, respectively, were receiving these benefits. In contrast, 
the number of employees desiring holidays with pay and utilities was 
much less than the number receiving these benefits. Thirty-eight desired 
holidays with pay and 32 desired utilities while 90 and 65 employees, 
respectively, received these benefits. Holidays with pay often included 
morning and/or evening chore activities. Utilities often did not include 
heating fuel which was a large expense item in winter months. 
Of the other perquisites considered, more employees desired life 
insurance coverage, rural housing five or more miles from the employer's 
residence and transportation provided than received these benefits. Of 
the other perquisites received, fewer employees desired these benefits 
which included housing in town, housing closer than five miles from the 
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employer's residence, room and/or board and gas for the employee's car. 
Also considered was the relative importance of perquisites to em­
ployees. A measure of relative importance was constructed which was 
based upon the number of employees desiring each perquisite and the 
average of the rankings assigned by employees. Housing was the highest 
in relative importance. Some others in declining order of importance 
were vacation with pay, farm food, utilities, health insurance, sick 
leave with pay, a retirement plan and holidays with pay. 
The average number of perquisites desired and received as well as 
the relative importance of the perquisites also varied by skill level, 
age classes and marital status of employees. The higher skilled group 
desired one more perquisite than the lower skilled group. Also, a greater 
proportion of the higher skilled group selected retirement coverage as a 
desired noncash extra as compared with the lower skilled group. 
Married employees desired and received more perquisites than single 
employees. Housing, farm food, vacation with pay. utilities, health in­
surance and a retirement plan were relatively more important to married 
employees. For single employees, the relative importance measure was 
highest for room and/or board, vacation with pay, transportation or 
gas and sick leave with pay. 
The middle aged classes desired and received the most perquisites. 
Those less than 25 years of age and those 55 years and older desired 
fewer perquisites than they received. The greater discrepancy occurred 
for those 65 and over. Family obligations are lower for this group and 
yet they received a higher proportion of their pay in the form of 
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perquisites than any other age class. Social Security stipulations on 
maximum earning encourages elderly workers to take compensation or 
"gifts" in the form of television sets, autos, etc. 
In addition to pay package design, status of employees appeared to 
be a problem. Titles had changed little from the past. "Hired man" 
was the most common title. Problems in using descriptive titles result 
from many employees working in several farm enterprises. Also, community 
attitudes may be difficult to change even when the employer makes a cons­
cious effort. An incentive plan designed to give a skilled employee an 
image of a "partner" may be helpful. Ignoring other factors, employee 
turnover was higher on farms with employees entitled "hired man" than 
on farms with employees receiving other titles. 
Questions concerning employer-employee relations and working con­
ditions were asked both employers and employees. Five alternative res­
ponse categories were used such as never, seldom, sometimes, usually and 
always. For most questions, no wide disagreements between employers and 
employees were evident. However, a wide range of responses was found for 
many of the questions. 
Responses to the opinion questions were coded from one to five and 
then factor analyzed. Three factors were derived including; 1) employee 
attitude of on-farm labor management conditions, 2) employer attitude of 
on-farm labor management conditions and 3) employer opinion of off-farm 
education and community activities of employee. Factor loadings indicated 
greater common variance over several questions asked employers (and 
similarly for employees) than between the same questions asked both 
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employers and employees. 
Employee turnover measures were computed for a five-year (1964-1968) 
and a one-year (1968) period. Also considered was whether the selected 
employee was still employed on the same farm at interview time. Ignoring 
other variables, turnover tended to be higher on farms with lower skilled 
employees than on farms with higher skilled employees. However, turnover 
rates were higher on farms with employees in the average or slightly above 
average pay classes. Yet, lower skilled employees averaged less total 
pay. Evidently, turnover was high among lower skilled employees who were 
hired more recently and paid relatively higher wages in order to be at­
tracted to farm employment. 
Finally, an effort was made to determine what factors may be having 
an effect upon employee turnover (and employee tenure). Some variables 
considered were total employee pay, three factors concerning farm labor 
management, man-months of full-time labor, age of employee, title class 
of employee, skill level of employee, employee education, employer(s) 
education and distance to a larger town or city. 
Employee age and employer views of on-farm labor management con­
ditions were the two variables significantly related to employee turnover 
in most of the regression equations at the .10 level. As employee age 
increased, employee turnover tended to decrease and employee tenure tended 
to increase. Likewise, as the employer attitudes of on-farm labor manage­
ment conditions became more dis favorable, employee turnover tended to in­
crease and employee tenure tended to decrease. 
On farms having turnover between 1964 and 1968, the man-months of full­
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time labor variable was significantly related to employee turnover. The 
sign of the regression coefficient indicated that turnover tended to be 
lower on farms hiring more full-time labor. 
The above findings suggest that labor management attitudes of em­
ployers may be a key problem in hiring and keeping full-time employees 
on farms. Although a higher pay level could be more competitive, other 
factors such as good labor management practices, more attractive fringe 
benefits, shorter working hours, and more favorable titles would greatly 
improve full-time labor employment conditions on farms. 
Results of the study indicate education is needed. Employers of 
larger more mechanized farms need the "know how" to hire skilled em­
ployees and keep them after they have spent weeks or even months training 
them. Employers could utilize information concerning employee needs and 
good labor management practices. Knowledge of employee desired perqui­
sites may be helpful. Also, other possible improvements in pay packages 
could be examined such as principles of properly designing incentive plans 
and greater use of overtime pay and/or compensatory time. Appropriate 
titles need to be selected and used with recognition of community adjust­
ment problems of employees. 
Perhaps state-wide and area-wide conferences could be helpful in 
bringing these educational needs to the attention of employers. Farm 
employers with successful employ^aent experiences could take part in panel 
discussions. Short courses could be used to supplement the conferences. 
The low skills of many farm employees indicated the need for education 
and training of employees and potential farm employees. Employee 
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participation in short courses covering skills of modem farming could be 
helpful. Perhaps employees and potential employees could receive a two-
year education at a technical training institution stressing particular 
areas of skill such as chemistry, geology and soils or zoology, intro­
duction to animal science, livestock breeding and nutrition, with applied 
economics, mathematics, and mathematical programming. 
Perhaps a college education for prospective farm managers would be 
more appropriate. Important subjects would cover management techniques, 
mathematics, economics, psychology, sociology, computer programming, 
mathematical programming, statistics, basic accounting, taxes and finance. 
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LIMITATIONS OF RESULTS 
One area of caution in examining the results of the study hinges 
upon the procedures used in defining the population and drawing the sam­
ple. Only larger hog producers were included in the study and these 
hog producing employers were restricted to 13 eastern Iowa counties. 
These may not represent the average farm labor situation for Iowa or 
the Com Belt. 
Likewise, the sample selection was composed largely of an enumer­
ated part of the defined population. Examination of the means of both 
the enumerated and the random parts of the sample indicated that the 
sample included farms with above average man-months of full-time labor 
and total full-time hired man-units. Though less conclusive, the means 
of employee turnover measures were lower, the means of employee total 
pay level was higher and the means of employer age and farming exper­
ience were higher among those enumerated as compared with those randomly 
sampled from the defined population. 
The purpose of the stepwise regression procedures and factor analysis 
were to explore the relationships between variables. The reader is cau­
tioned that there are some biases in the regression coefficients, the 
multiple correlation coefficients and the overall F values. Hence, tests 
of hypotheses were not carried out. New data would need to be collected 
to actually test hypotheses concerning the findings of this study. 
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FURTHER RESEARCH NEEDS 
Today, agri-businesses are assuming important roles in agriculture 
research and extension. However, most of these resources are applied 
to products which can be sold. Little attention has been focused on 
farm labor except to the extent that new developments can reduce labor 
needs and costs. 
Even though labor inputs have been declining in the production of 
farm goods, there have been some shifts in the needed skills of labor 
as farm size and technologies have increased. This study supports the 
view that farm employers often have not adjusted to the needs of labor 
management and pay package conditions. However, further investigations 
could be made to test hypotheses of preliminary findings in this study. 
Particular attention could be given to questions centering on employee 
working conditions and employer-employee relations. A larger number of 
alternative responses to questions would be helpful. Also employee 
questions regarding labor problems and the value of the pay package 
would be useful. 
Additional data from this study will be used to examine alternative 
payoff to labor with alternative skill levels, farm technologies, with 
special consideration of hog technologies and size of the farm. Returns 
to labor and management as well as possible pay levels may be examined 
under alternative farm situations. The possible pay levels can then be 
compared with actual pay levels on the farms studied. 
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APPENDIX A 
Telephone Questionnaire 
INFORMATIONAL QUESTIONNAIRE FOR HOG-LABOR STUDY 
(ASK TO SPEAK TO THE OPERATOR OR MANAGER) 
Good , this is Richard Smith calling from Iowa State University. We are making a 
survey in eastern Iowa of hog producers who hire labor. With the help of , your 
County Extension Director, you were selected as one of the farm operators who would qualify 
and be interested in this study. I have 11 short questions to ask you at this time. 
First . . . 
(If operator mentions that he does not hire any labor, terminate interview.) 
1. How many litters of pigs were farrowed on this farm during 1968? 
(If none, skip to question 5.) 
2. How many times did you farrow during 1968? (Circle) 
a. 
b. 
1 2 3 
4 5 6 7 8 Continuous - skip to question 4 
3. Which months did this include? (Check) 
j Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. 
4. Did you use central or portable farrowing houses? (Check) 
a. Central house(s) 
b. Portable houses 
c. Other (describe) 
5. Did you buy any feeder pigs last year? (Check) 
Yes -- How many? 
No 
(If less than 50 farrowings _or 500 feeder pigs ^  an equivalent combination, terminate 
interview.) 
6. In feeding out hogs from weaning to market, do you confine or pasture? (Check) 
a. Completely confine to a building 
b. Confine to a building and solid feedin,; floors - skip to question 8 
c. Confine to small lots with buildings - skip to question 8 
_____ d. Pasture - confine to a building and solid feeding floors - skip to question 8 
e. Pasture - confine to small lots with buildings - skip to question 8 
f. Pasture alone - skip to question 9 
7. Is the floor in the building: (Check) 
a. Slotted 
b. Partially slotted, or 
c. Solid? 
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8. Do you have an automated feeding system in your confinement facilities? (Check) 
Yes 
No 
9. Where was most of your hog feed prepared in 1968? (Check) 
a. On the farm - with your own labor 
b. Off the farm - by someone else 
c. Other 
NOW, I WOULD LIKE TO ASK ABOUT THE LABOR USED ON THIS FARM . . . 
lU. How many workers were hired and which months did each work in your farm operations 
during 1968? 
a. full-time (12 months) 
b. full-time basis but less than 12 months - which months? (1-3) 
c. part-time - which months? (4-8) 
Comments Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Tot. 
1) 
2) 
3) 
4) 
5) 
6) 
7) 
8) 
NOW, ®ÎE LAST QUESTION : 
11. What percent of his time did the (each) hired man spend on the hog operation? 
(Fill in) 
1) 7. 2) % 3) % 4) 7. 
5) 7, 6) % 7) % 8) % 
That concludes the questions. Thank you very much for your help. 
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APPENDIX B 
Interview Schedule of Farm Employer 
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Interviewer's Name 
Date 
Budget Bureau No. 40-S69015 
Approval expires Mav 31. 1969 
AN ECONOMIC ANALYSIS OF HIRED LABCR USE 
WITH ALTERNATIVE LEVELS OF MECHANIZATION AND 
CONSIDERATION OF SOCIO-ECONOMIC CŒDITIONS ON IOWA HOG FARMS 
Iowa Agricultural Experiment Station 
in cooperation with 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Economic Research Service 
Farm Production Economic Division 
Name of Operator 
Address 
Code No. 
County 
Farm Location 
"Facts about your farm will be kept confidential and used only in 
combination with similar reports from other producers." 
253 
Assets 
A. Land and tenure 
1. Is this farm business a : 
a. Single ownership 
b. Partnership (father-son(s) or father—son-in-law) 
c. Partnership (brothers or brother-in-laws) 
d. Corporation (family) 
e. Corporation (non-family) 
f. Other __________________________ 
2. Is the operator a(n): 
a. (Xmer 
b. (Xmer-renter 
c. Renter 
d. Manager or 
e. Other? 
3. How far is your farmstead from the most distant acreage on which you have 
livestock? miles 
4. Total acres of land operated In 1968 : 
(1) (2) 
a. Acres owned _____ 
b. Acres rented in 
c. Acres rented out — 
d. Acres custom hired in 
e. Acres custom hired out 
f. Total acres operated Total minus = 
5. Do you have definite plans as to how much land you will operator a few years 
from now, say by 1975? ____________________________ 
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B. Buildings and improvements 
I. Hog farrowing facilities (number or check if none) 
a. Central permanent farrowing houses 
b. Portable farrowing houses 
c. Other 
d. None — skip to next section 
(1) Number remodeled during the last 5 years? 
(2) Number located on rented land? 
(3) Size of building(s)? (dimensions) Sq. ft*-__ 
(4) Age of building(8)? (years) Ave. age? 
(5) Construction (central or other)? (check) 
(a) Frame 
(b) Pole 
(c) Steel 
(d) Other 
(6) Type of portable buildings (no. of each size) 
(a) "1-sow" unit 
(b) "2-sow" units 
(c) "3-sow" units 
(d) Other ' 
(7) Insulation (central or other)? (check) 
(a) None 
(b) Walls - -
(c) Ceiling or roof 
(d) Wells czd cciling cr rocf --
(e) Partial (baled hay, etc.) 
(8) Number of farrowing stalls? 
(9) Number of farrowing pens with guard rails? 
(10) Number of farrowing pens without guard rails? 
(11) Type flcor(s)? (check) 
(a) Solid-dirt skip to question 14 
(b) Solid-concrete--skip to question 14 
(c) Solid-wooden—skip to question 14 
(d) Partially slotted-concrete 
(e) Partially slotted-wooden 
(f) Partially slotted-metal 
(g) Fully slotted—concrete 
(h) Fully slotted—wooden 
(i) Fully slotted—metal 
(J) Other —skip to question 14 
a. b. 
XXXXX 
XXXXX 
XXXXX 
XXXXX 
XXXX3 
iQQQO 
XXXX] 
XXXX 
XXXXX 
XXXXX 
XXXXX 
XXXXX 
XXXXX 
XXXXX 
wvw 
c. 
XXXX 
XXXX 
XXXX 
XXXX 
C0( 
XXXX 
XXXX 
XXXX 
XXXX 
XXXX 
XXXX 
I I I I 
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( 1 2 )  Size of slats? (check) 
(a) 1 1/2 inches 
(b) 3 inches 
(c) 4 inches 
(d) Other 
(13) Spacing of slats? (check) 
(a) l/2 inch 
(b) 5/8 inch 
(c) 3/4 inch 
(d) Other 
(14) Artificial heat? (indicate number) 
(a) None 
(b) Heat lamps — 
(c) Pig brooders 
(d) Floor heat (electric) 
(e) Floor heat (hot water) 
(f) Space heater 
(15) Ventilation system? (check) 
(a) None 
0>) Gravity syatem 
(c) Forced air-fan8--manually controlled 
(d) Forced air-fans—automatically controlled 
(e) Other 
(16) Cooling system? 
(a) None 
(b) Central air conditioning 
(c) Zonal air conditioning 
(d) Sprinkling system 
(17) Where were sows fed? (check) 
(a) Inside pens or stallls 
(b) (Xitside pens or stalls 
(18) Type of feeding? (check) 
(a) Full feeding—complete 
(b) Full feeding—separate 
(c) Limited feeding--complete 
(d) Limited feeding—separate 
(19) Feeding method? (check) 
(a) Individual feederg--fllled by hand 
(b) Individual feeder8--fllled mechanically --
(c) Self feeders—filled mechanically 
(d) Other 
(20) Feed storage at building(s)? (check) 
(a) None 
0>) Bulk feed bin 
(c) Other 
a. b. 
XXX 
XXX 
XXX 
XXX 
XXX 
XXX 
XXX 
XXX 
XXX 
XXX 
XXX 
XXX 
xxxx 
xxxx 
xxxx 
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(21) Feed handling? (check) 
(a) Feed supply located elsewhere—hauled in auger wagon 
(b) Feed supply near feeding area—augered or blown 
(c) Feed supply near feeding area—hand carried 
(d) Feed hauled from commercial feed dealer or processor 
(e) Other 
(22) Where were sows watered? (check) 
(a) Inside pens or stalls 
(b) Outside pens or stalls 
(23) Water supply? (check) 
(a) Available at or near buildings—piped 
(b) Available at or near buildings—other 
(c) Hauled » 
(24) Type of sow waterers? (check) 
(a) None 
0>) Water tank(8) 
(4) Automatic waterers 
(d) Individual pans, etc. ---• 
(25) Do you use creep feeders? (check) 
(a) jcB 
(b) no 
(26) Do you use creep waterers? (check) 
(a) Yes 
(b) No 
(27) Manure handling? (check) 
(a) Hand clean 
(b) High pressure water clean 
(c) Storage pit 
(d) Other 
(28) Is bedding used? (check) 
(a) yes 
(a) no 
(29) Manure disposal? (check) 
(a) Conventional manure spreader 
(b) Anaerobic lagoon 
(c) Aerobic lagoon 
(d) Oxidation ditch 
(e) Liquid manuve-tank, pump and spreader 
(f) Other 
(30) Hew often is building..cleaned? (per week) 
a. 
KXXX 
b. 
XXXXJ 
xxm 
c. Co 
AAAAA 
xxxxx 
xxxxx 
xxxxx 
xxxxx 
xxxxx 
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31. Do you have definite plans to niake any majtn changes in your farrowing 
facilities between now and 1975? (check) 
[a) None 
Qy) Central farrowing house 
(^c) Slotted or partially slotted floors 
|[^d) Use environmental control 
[e) Automated feeding system 
[f) Liquid manure 
C8) Other 
2, Pig nursery facilities (number or check if none) 
a. Enclosed building 
b. Open front building 
c. Other ____________________ 
d. None —skip to next section 
(1) Relationships to other buildings? (check) 
(a) Separate 
Oj) Connected to finishing building 
(c) Connected to farrowing building 
a. 
XXXX3 
XXXXJ 
XXXX3 
Co 
(2) Number remodeled in the last five year? 
(3) Number located on rented land? 
(4) Size of building(8) ? (dimensions) _____ Sq. ft? 
(5) Age of building(8)? (years) 
(6) Construction? (check) 
(a) Frame 
(b) role 
(c) Steel 
(d) Other 
Ave. age? 
(7) Insulation? (check) 
(a) None 
(b) Walls -
(c) Ceiling or roof 
(d) Walls and ceiling or roof 
(e) Partial (baled hay, etc.) 
(8) Size of pens? (dimensions) Sq. ft? -
(9) Number of pens of each size? Total? 
(10) Usual number of pijjs/pen? ^ ____ ______ Tota 1? -• 
(11) Type of floors? (check) 
(a) Solid-dirt--skip to question 14 
(b) Solid-concrete--skip to question 14 
(c) Solid-wooden--skip to question 14 -• 
I I I I 
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(d) Partially slotted-concrete 
(e) Partially slotted-wooden 
(f) Partially slotted-metal 
(g) Fully s lotted-concrete 
(h) Fully slotted-wooden 
(i) Fully slotted-metal 
(j) Other -skip to question 14 
(12) Size of slats? (check) 
(a) 1 1/2 inches 
(b) 3 inches 
(c) 4 inches 
(d) Other 
(13) Spacing of slats? (check) 
(a) 1/2 inch 
0>) 5/8 inch 
(c) 3/4 inch 
(d) Other 
(14) Artificial heat? (check) 
(a) None 
(b) Space heaters 
(c) Floor heat 
(d) Other 
(15) Ventilation system? (check) 
(a) None 
(b) Gravity system 
(c) Forced air-fan aystenj--njanually controlled 
(d) Forced air-fan system--automatically controlled 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
(16) Cooling system? (check) 
(a) None 
(b) Zonal air conditioning 
(c) Central air conditioning 
(d) Sprinkling system 
(e) Other __________________ 
(17) Type of feeding? (check) 
(a) Full feeding--complete and dry 
(b) Full feeding—complete and liquid 
(c) Full feeding--separate 
(d) Limited feeding—complete and dry 
(e) Limited feeding--complete and liquid 
(f) Limited feeding--separate 
(18) Feeding method? (check) 
(a) Self feeders--fiLied mechanically--not automatic 
(b) Self feeders--filied mechanically--automatic 
(c) Floor feeding--not automatic--feed moved mechanically 
(d) Floor feeding--automatic--mechanically filled 
(e) Floor feeding-- fed by hand — 
(f) Floor feeding--automatic filled by hand 
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(19) Feed storage at building? (check) 
(a) None 
(b) Bulk feed bin 
(c) Other 
(20) Feed handling? (check) 
(a) Feed supply located elsewhere-hauled with auger wagon 
(b) Feed supply near feeding area—augered or blown 
(c) Feed supply near feeding area--hand carried 
(d) Feed hauled from commercial feed dealer or processor — (e) Other 
(21) How often is feed prepared for the nursery pigs? (per week) — 
(22) Water supply? (check) 
(a) Available at or near buildings--piped - -___ 
(b) Available at or near buildings—other [ 
(c) Hauled 
(23) Type waterers? (check) 
(a) None 
(b) Water tank(8) 
(c) Automatic waterers 
(24) Is bedding used? (check) 
(a) Yes - : 
(b) No 
(25) Manure handling? (check) 
(a) Hand scraping 
(b) Gutter cleaners 
(c) Trector losder 
(d) Tractor scraper 
(e) High pressure water cleaning 
(f) Storage pit 
(g) Other 
(26) Manure disposal? (check) 
(a) Conventional manure spreader 
(b) Anaerobic lagoon 
(c) Aerobic lagoon 
(d) Oxidation ditch 
(e) Liquid manure-tank, pump, and spreader 
(f) Other 
(27) How often is the building cleaned? (per week) 
- (a) None 
(b) Enclosed nursery building 
(c) Slotted or partially slotted floors 
(d) Use environmental control 
— A u t o m a t e d  f e e d i n g  s y s t e m  
(f) Liquid manure handling--lagoon 
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(g) Liquid manure handling—tank, pump, and spreader 
(h) Other 
(i) Other 
3. Hog finishing facilities (number or check if none) 
a. Totally enclosed building 
Enclosed building vith outside feeding floors 
Open front building with feeding floors 
Portable buildings 
Other 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. None—skip to next section 
(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
Number remodeled in the last five years? —-
Number located on rented land?".--
Size of buildlng(s)? (dimensions) 
Age of building(s)? (years) 
Construction? (check) 
(a) Frame 
(b) Pole 
(c) Steel 
(d) Other 
Sq.ft? 
_Ave. age?— 
(6) Insulation? (check) 
(a) None 
(b) Walls -
(c) Ceiling or roof 
(d) Walls and celling or roof 
'A-r b. 
(7) Size of pens? (dimensions) 
(8) Number of pens of each size? 
(9) Usual number of hogs/pen? 
(10) Type of floors? (check) 
(a) Solid-dirt--skip to quest! 
Sq.ft.?-
Total? ----
Total? 
13 
(b) Solid-concrete—skip to question 13 
(c) Solid-wooden--skip to question 13 --
(d) Partially s lotted-concrete 
(e) Partially s lotted-wooden 
(f) Partially slotted-metal 
(g) Fully s lotted-concrete 
(h) Fully slotted-wooden 
(1) Fully slotted-metal 
(j) Other 
FVW IfV w 
: [XXX [xxxx icxxx 
c. d. 
KXXX 
KXXX 
KXXX 
KXXX 
KXXX 
IDCXX 
KXXX 
KXXX 
e. Cod I 
KXXX 
KXXX 
KXXX 
KXXX 
KXXX 
oxxpcxxxcxxx 
cxxxacxxx 
XXXXKXXX 
I ( 
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(11) Size of slats? (check) 
(a) 1 1/2 inches 
(b) 3 inches 
(c) 4 inches 
(d) Other 
(12) Spacing of slats? (check) 
(a) l/2 inch 
(b) 5/8 inch 
(c) 3/4 inch 
(d) Other 
(13) Artificial heat? (check) 
(a) 
(b) Space heaters 
(c) Other 
(14) Ventilation system? (check) 
(a) None 
(b) Gravity system 
(c) Forced air-fan system—manually controlled 
(d) Forced air-fan system-automatically controlled 
(e) Other _______________ 
(15) Cooling system? (check) 
(a) None 
(b) Central air conditioning 
(c) Sprinkler system 
(d) Other 
(16) Type of feeding? (check) 
(a) Full feeding—complete and dry 
(b) Full feeding—complete and liquid 
(c) Full feeding--separate -----—-----
(d) Limited feeding--complete and dry --— 
(e) Limited feeding--complete and liquid 
(f) Limited feeding--separate 
(17) Feed method? (check except (a)) 
(a) Self feeder8--filled mechanically--not automatic 
(b) Self feeder8--filled mechanically-automatic 
Floor feeding--not automatic--feed mechanically moved 
(d) Floor feeding--automatic--mechanically filled 
(e) Other 
(18) Feed storage at building? (check) 
(a) None 
(b) Bulk feed bins 
(c) Other 
(19) Feed handling? (check) 
(a) Feed prepared eIsevhere--hauled with auger wagon ----• 
(b) Feed processing near feeding area--augered or blown--' 
(c) Feed hauled from commercial feed processor 
(d) Other 
a. b. 
XXXOXXXXX 
c. 
XXX 
XXX 
XXX 
d. 
qqqq" 
KXX 
[XXX 
cxxx 
xxxxxxx 
XXX 
XXX 
XXX 
XXX) 
XXX5i 
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(20) How often Is feed prepared for the finishing hogs? 
(per week) 
(21) Water supply (check) 
(a) Available at or near buildings-piped 
(b) Available at or near buildings-other 
(c) Hauled 
(22) Type waterers? (check) 
(a) None 
(b) Water tanks 
(c) Automatic waterers 
KXXX 
KXXX 
tsxx 
a. 
XXX 
c. e. Co( 
(23) Is bedding used? (check) 
(a) yes 
(b) no 
(24) Manure handling? (check) 
(a) Hand scraping 
Ô>) Gutter cleaners — 
(c) Tractor loader 
(d) Tractor scraper 
(e) High pressure water cleaning 
(f) Storage pit 
(g) Other 
(25) Manure disposal? (check) 
(a) Conventional manure spreader 
0>) Anaerobic lagoon 
(c) Aerobic lagoon 
(d) Oxidation ditch 
(e) Liquid manure-tank,pump, and spreader 
(f) Other --
OOOCXXX 
:xxx 
XXX 
XXX 
XXX 
XXX 
XXX 
XXX 
XXX 
(26) How often is the building cleaned? (per week) 
(27) Do you have definite plans to make any major changes in your finishing facilities 
between now and 1975? (check) , , 
(a) None , 
(b) Complete confinement building 
(c) Slotted or partially slotted floors 
(d) Deepen and reduce width of pans 
(e) Use environmental control 
(f) Automated feeding system ' 
(g) Liquid manure handling-lagoon 
(h) Liquid manure-tank, pump and spreader 
(i) Other 
(J) Other 
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Hog feed preparing facilities? (check) 
a. None 
b. Permanent grinder-mixer-electrica1ly driven 
c. Permanent grinder-mixer-tractor driven 
d. Portable grinder-mixer 
e, Burrmill-tractor driven 
f. Hammer mi11-tractor driven 
g. Roller mi11-electrically driven 
h. Feed meter 
i. Other _ 
Cropping equipment (Indicate nuater of each) 
a .  Tractor-gasoline (power units)? 
(1) 2 plow bottoms or less 
(2) 3 plow bottoms 
(3) 4 plow bottoms 
(4) 5 plow bottoms 
(5) 6 plow bottoms or more 
b. Tractor-diesel or L.P. (power units)? 
(1) 3 plow bottoms or less 
(2) 4 plow bottoms 
(3) 5 plow bottoms 
(4) 6 plow bottoms or more 
c. Plows? 
(1) 3-14" bottoms 
(2) 4-14" bottoms 
(3) 5-14" bottoms 
(4) 7-14" bottoms 
(5) Other 
d» Disk(s)? 
(1) 11 foot 
(2) 14 foot 
(3) 19 foot 
(4) 28 foot 
(5) Other 
e. Planter(s) - row crop? 
(1) 2-row 
(2) 4-row 
(3) 6-row 
(4) 8-row 
f. Cultivâtors-row crop? 
(1) 2-row 
(2) 4-row 
(3) 6-row 
(4) 8-row 
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g. Combine (without com head)? 
(1) Pull-type 
(2) Self-propelled (10-12 feet) 
(3) Self-propelled (14-16 feet) 
h. Combine (with com head)? (check) 
(1) 2-row 
(2) 3-row 
______(3) 4-row 
______ (4) 6-row 
i. Com picker and picker-sheller? 
(1) 2-row 
(2) 2-row picker-sheller 
(3) 4-row picker-sheller 
j. Cropping equipment rented or leased? 
(1) Tractor-6 plow bottoms or more 
(2) Tractor-5 plow bottoms 
(3) Plow 
(4) Planter 
(5) Other 
(6) Other ________________ 
, Crop Production and Use of Land 
A. Data for 1968 (Yields in bu, for grain and tons for silage and hay) 
Total Acres Ave, 
Item Harvested Yield 
2. Soybeans 
3. Com silage 
4, Other 
5. Oats 
6, Other 
7. Alfalfa hay 
8, Red clover hay 
9, Mixed hay 
10, Other 
11, Pasture in 
rotations 
12, Permanent 
pasture 
13, Go>?t (diversion 
& conservation) 
14, Farmstead, waste­
land, ditches, 
roads, etc. 
15, Total acres 
XXXX 
XXXX 
XXXX 
XXXX 
XXXX 
265 
B. Common crop rotations? (check) 
1. Continuous com 
2. Corn-soybeans 
3. CCCM 
4. CCCMM 
5. COMM 
6, Other ______________ 
III. Livestock Production and Practices 
A. Hog data for 1968--Telephone questionnaire indicates farrowings and 
periods, 
1. Number of litters farrowed last year? 
2. Number of farrowings by season (If less than 5 farrowing periods)? 
a. Winter (Jan., Feb., & Dec.)? 
b. Spring (Mar., Apr., May )? 
c. Summer (June, July, Aug.)? 
d. Fall (Sept., Oct., Nov.)? 
3. Number of pigs weaned per litter from litters farrowed during 1968? 
Total? Ave 2 
a. Winter? 
b. Spring? 
c. Summer? 
d. Fall? 
e. Year? — 
4. Usual age of pigs at weaning? (weeks) 
a. Winter pigs ? 
b. Spring pigs? 
c. Summer pigs ?. 
d. Fall pigs? ____________ 
5. Number of growing-finishing pigs lost of those born in 1968? ______ 
6. Number of sows, bred gilts, and boars lost during 1968? _________ 
7. Major disease problems in herd during 1968? (check) No. lost? 
a. TGE (Transmissible gastro enteritis ________ 
b. Atrophic rhinitis 
c. PPLO (Plural pneumonia like organiasms) 
d, MMA (Mastitis-metritis-agalastia) 
e. Virus pig pneumonia 
f. Arthritis _________ 
g. Other __________________________ ________ 
8. Is your herd SPF (specified pathogen free)? (check) 
a. Yes 
b. No 
9. Average age and weight of finishing hogs marketed from 1968 farrowing? 
(Include expected age of those not marketed yet). Age? Weight? 
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10. What was your usual basis of sales in 1968? (check) 
a. Live weight 
b. Head 
c. Grade and yield 
11, Highest price received (per lot) for finishing hogs marketed during 1968?(dollars)| 
12, Lowest price received (per lot) for finishing hogs marketed during 1968? 
(dollars) 
13, For 1968, how much above the board or base price did you receive for your 
hogs? (dollars) 
14, Market place of hogs sold in 1968? (check major market) 
a. Local hog buyers 
b. Packing plants 
c. Central market 
d. Other 
15, How was the hauling usually done? (check) 
a. With your own truck 
b. By someone else at your expense 
c. By buyer at his expense 
d. By buyer at your expense 
e. Other 
16, Type of feeds bought for growing-finishing hogs during 1968? (check) 
a. Complete feed 
b. Complete supplement 
c. Soybean oil meal 
d. Other protein supplement (specify) 
e. Pre-mix--Vitamins ? , Additives? , Mineral? 
f, Minera1 
g. Other 
17, If complete feed was purchased in which months was this done? (check) 
a, Jan, c. Mar. e. May g, July i. Sept, k, Nov, 
b, Feb, d. Apr, f, June h, Aug, j, Oct, 1. Dec. 
18, If soybean oil meal was used, what was the average price paid during 1968? 
(check seller and fill in) Dollars/Tons ? Protein level (%)? 
a. Local feed dealer __________ 
b. Processor ________ __________ 
c. Jobber, contractor, or broker — 
19, If pre-mix was bought, what was the average price paid last year for that 
amount necessary per ton of complete feed? 
20, Special services or concessions received--with purchased feed? (check) 
a. Discounts or rebates 
b. Grain bank services 
c. Reduced veterinarian charges 
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21. Estimated veterinarian service costs for hogs last year? 
22. Estimated costs of veterinarian supplies or medicine for 1968? 
23. What type of 'fwell-hog" care was done last year? (X if farm labor or 0 if 
done by vet) 
a. Vaccinated pigs for hog cholera 
b. Vaccinated pigs for leptospirosis 
c. Vaccinated pigs for erysipelas 
d. Vaccinated sows for MMA (Mastitis-metritis-agaloctia) 
e. Castrated pigs 
f. Clip tails of pigs 
g. Other 
h. Other 
B. Expected changes in hog production 
1. Do you have definite plans to make any major changes in the size of your hog 
operation between now and 1975? (check) 
a. yes 
b, no-skip to Section C 
2. What size do you plan to reach? (head marketed)? 
3. Why do you want to change to this size? (check) 
a. Increase sales 
b. Better utilize facilities 
c. Better utilize labor 
d. Reduce labor needed 
e. Age, retiring, etc. 
f. Take advantage of purchasing economies 
g. Take advantage of marketing economies 
h. Other 
C. Fattening cattle production and practices (if none, skip to next section) 
1. Feeder cattle purchased in 1968? (fill in) 
T^^pe Number 
a. Heifer calves 
b. Steer calves 
c. Mixed calves 
d. Yearling steers 
e. Yearling heifers 
f. Mixed yearlings 
O • Heavy feeders 
h. Other 
2. Pattern of feeding cattle? (check) 
a. Calves (350-550 pounds) 
(1) Pasture or stalk fields only 
(2) Pasture with some grain 
(3) Feedlot-grain and hay (or silage) 
(4) Feedlot-grain only 
b. Yearlings (551-750 pounds) 
(1) Pasture or stalk fields only 
(2) Pasture with some grain 
(3) Feedlot-grain and hay (or silage) 
(4) Feedlot-grain only 
c. Finishing (751 + pounds) 
(1) Pasture with some grain 
(2) Feedlot-grain and hay (or silage) 
(3) Feedlot-grain only 
3, Total fattening cattle lost last year? (number) 
a. Calves? _ 
b. Yearlings? 
c. Heavy feeders? 
4. Between now and 1975, do you have definite plans to make any major changes 
in your size and pattern of production of fattening cattle? (check) 
a. None 
b. Increase size 
c. Decrease size 
d. Feed calves 
e. Feed yearlings 
f. Feed heavy steers 
g. Quit feeding 
D. Other livestock or poultry production in 1968: Did you have: (check) 
No Yes — Number? 
1. Dairy cows? — 
2. Beef cows? 
3. Sheep? 
4. ?2tter-ir-5 Izhbs ? 
5. Turkeys? 
6. Chickens? 
7. Other poultry? 
8. Horses? 
9. Mink? 
10. Bees? 
. Labor, Capital and Custom work 
A, Capital-labor substitution 
1. Do you think that your hog profits could have been increased last year if 
had used more mechanization and less labor? (check) 
a. yes 
b. no 
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2. If you were to increase mechanization of livestock or crop facilities, what 
would be some major factors affecting your decision? (check) 
a. Amount of collateral or personal funds needed 
b. Personal view of uncertainty of obsolescence 
c. Personal view of uncertainty of production (weather,disease, etc.) 
d. Personal view of price uncertainties 
e. Personal view of tenure uncertainties 
f. Lender's view of risk involved 
g. Lender's view of income potential 
h. Other 
3. What would be your major source of funds? 
4. In the past, have limitations of outside funds delayed your purchase of new 
facilities and equipment? (check) 
a. yes 
b. no 
B. Custom work hired in 1968? (check) 
1. Hauling-hog feed Tons? 
2. Hauling-other feed cr grain Tons?_ 
3. Hauling hogs Number?_ 
4. Hauling other livestock 
5. Grinding feed for hogs Tons? 
6. Grinding feed for other livestock 
7. Combining Acres? 
8. Corn picking Acres? 
9. Corn shelling Hours? 
10. Hay or straw baling Acres? 
11. Silage making Acres? 
12. Other 
Cost/t on 
Cost/head 
Cost/ton 
C. Custom work done? (check) 
1 _ 1 MO —— — — — — — —  ^  — ^ — ^ 
2. Grinding Hours worked? 
3. Combining Acres? 
4. Corn picking Acres? 
5. Corn shelling Hours worked? 
6. Hay or straw baling Acres? 
7. Silage making Acres? 
8. Other 
D. Labor use and skills 
1. Background 
a. According to the telephone questionnaire, last year you hired men 
on a full-time basis amounting to months of full-time 
labor, (filled in from telephone questionnaire) -- Correct? 
b. Did you employ any part-tire nonfamily workers during 1968? (check) 
(1) yes -- If yes, how many? 
(2) no 
c. In which months was this part-time labor hired? (check) 
(1) Jan. (3) Mar, ___(5) May (7) July (9) Sept. (11) Nov. 
(2) Feb, (4) Apr, (6) June (8) Aug, (10) Oct. (12) Dec, 
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2. Considering the hired full-time labor used on your farm in 1968, in which of 
the following three skill categories would you classify each hired man? 
(number) 
a. Semi-skilled (cleaning, bedding, moving animals, hauled manure, 
loading bales, scooping grain, plowing, disking, etc.) 
b. Skilled (castrating and vaccinating animals, sorting hogs, 
selecting breeding animals, record keepting, mixing, 
and applying chemicals, operating and adjusting 
harvesting equipment, repairing machinery, etc.) 
c. Managerial (supervising, coordinating, and assuming responsi­
bility for major part of enterprise operation --
including tasks such as record analysis, deciding 
on plan and method of production) 
over 14 years of age 
3. How many operators and other family members/^worked on your farm operation 
during 1968? Indicate number and skill level of each. 
a. Operator* (12 months) skill level(s) 
b. Operator* (less than 12 months) skill levei(s) 
c. 
'd. 
Check months worked full-time and indicate hours in months worked 
part-time in (a) and (b) below. 
Other family (12 months) skill level(s) 
Other family (less than 12 months) skill Isvel(s) 
Check month worked full-time and indicate hours in months worked part-time 
in (c), (d), (e) and (f) below. 
Cod 
Relationship Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Tot. 
(a) Operator 
(b) Operator 
(c) 
(d) 
(e) 
1 i t 1 1 I , ! 
V. 
*To be an operator, person must have received his remuneration (or loss) by profits and 
also made decisions. 
Socio-economic Conditions Related to Pull-Time Hired Employee» 
A. Securing and keeping full-time labor 
1. How available is full-time hired labor: 
a. Semi-skilled? (check) scarce some plentiful 
b. Skilled? (check) scarce 
c. Managerial? (check) scarce some 
plentiful 
plentiful 
2» Of the full-time hired men working for you last year, how long did each one 
work for you? 
Name Years Name Years Name Years 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
G. 
h. 
1. 
3. How many other full-time hired men have you employed during the last 5 years? 
Ill 
4. Was there any times in the last five years in which you did not have 
hired men and you were not trying to hire ? (Fill in man year units 
hired in 1968.) 
a. yes—How many men? How many months? 
b. no 
If two or more workers (item 2) select one randomly. Section B pertains to this 
worker. 
B, Working conditions (employer's opinion about work done in 1968) 
1. How much supervision was the hired man given? (check) 
a. Never checked on work 
b. Seldom checked on work 
c. Usually checked after jobs were finished 
d. Usually checked on hired mmn while doing jobs 
e. Usually workad with hired man all day 
2. How much responsibility was the hired man given in his areas of work? (check) 
a. None 
b. Little 
c. Some 
d. Much 
e. All 
3. Was there sufficient training given to the hired man before jobs were 
turned over to him? (check)—Hand the employer a flash card with choices. 
a. Never 
b. Seldom 
c. Sometimes 
d. Usually 
e. Always 
4. Was he clearly instructed about the specific work expected to be done? (check) 
a. Never 
b. Seldom 
c. Sometimes 
d. Usually 
e. Always 
5. Did he carry out the work expected? (check) 
a. Never 
b. Seldom 
c. Sometimes 
d. Usually 
e. Always 
6. Were his preferences considered in assigning jobs? (check) 
a. Never 
b. Seldom 
c. Sometimes 
d. Usually 
e. Always 
7. Was "busy" work that was displeasing to the hired man held to a minimum or 
eliminated? (check) 
a. Never 
b. Seldom 
c. Sometimes 
d. Usually 
e. Always 
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8. Did you try to improve the hired man's comfort while working? (check) 
a. Never 
b. Seldom 
c. Sometimes 
d. Usually 
e. Always 
9. Were his working hours reasonable? (check) 
a. Never 
b. Seldom 
c. Sometimes 
d. Usually 
e. Always 
10. Was the hired man permitted to take time off when he asked to be off? (check) 
a. Never 
b. Seldom 
c. Sometimes 
_d. Usually 
e. Always 
Employer-employee relations in 1968 
1. Did you ask the hired man's opinion about planning or carrying out plans 
for the farm operation? (check) 
a. Never 
b. Seldom 
_c. Sometimes 
_d. Usually 
_e. Always 
2. Was the hired man given recognition of "good" work and thanked? (check) 
a. Never 
b. Se Id om 
c. Sometimes 
d. Usually 
e. Always 
3. Were jobs requested rather than commanded? (check) 
a. Never 
;;_b. Seldom 
c. Sometimes 
d. Usually 
e. Always 
4. Was the hired man given a sense of belonging or part of the team? (check) 
a. Never 
b. Seldom 
c. Sometimes 
J3. Usually 
_e. Always 
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Did you encourage worker to develop community ties and to participate in 
community activities? (check) 
a. Never 
b. Seldom 
c. Sometimes 
d. Usually 
e. Always 
Did he participate in community activities in 1968? (check) 
a. Never 
b. Seldom 
c. Sometimes 
d. Usually 
e. Always 
Was the hired man encouraged to take extension short courses at your 
expense? (check) 
a. Never 
b. Seldom 
c. Sometimes 
d. Usually 
e. Always 
Was he encouraged to attend farm organization meetings? (check) 
a. Never 
b. Seldom 
c. Sometimes 
d. Usually 
e. Always 
Did the hired man take good care of the farm equipment? (check) 
a. Never 
b. Seldom 
c. Sometimes 
d. Usually 
e. Always 
Was there a written employment contract used? (check) 
a, yes 
b. no 
Did you carry liability insurance or workmen's compensation to cover injuries 
of your hired man? (check) 
__a. Yes 
_b. no 
When speaking with others not acquainted with your hired man, what title did 
you generally use -vrtien referring to him? (check) 
_a. Hired man 
_b. Herdsman 
c. Other 
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Pay and other benefits provided in 1968? 
1. How much cash wages did you pay him during 1968? _________________ 
2. That would be (check) 
a. per hour 
b. per day 
c. per week 
d. per month 
e. per year, or 
f. for period worked? 
3. Are the hired man's share of Social Security taxes deducted from this 
aûiount? (check) 
a. yes 
b. no 
4. Did you have an overtime payment rate? (check) 
a. yes How much per hour? 
b. no 
5. How many weeks did your hired man work in 1968? 
6. How many hours would you estimate that he worked per week on the average? 
7. What were some other benefits provided? (check) 
a. Bonus ? 
h. Incentive or 
- -Profit sharing _plan ? 
Vacation? 
(1) Value (dollars? 
(2) What based upon? 
(1) Value(dollars)? 
(2) What based upon? 
(l) With pay? (check) 
yes 
no 
_d. Holidays 
(2) How many days? 
(3)Who determines time period? (check) 
a. Hired man 
b. Operator 
c. Both 
(1) With pay? 
a. yes 
b. no 
(2) How many days? 
e. Life insurance? ---Amount of premiums paid? (dollars) 
_f. Health insurance? Amount of premiums paid ? (dollars'i 
_g. Retirement program? Amount contributed by operator? 
_h. Sick leave with pay? Amount allowed per year? (days) 
_i. Housing? Value per month to worker ? (dollars) _ 
_j. Utilities? Value per month to worker? _ 
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_k. Room and board? »—Value per month to worker? 
_1. Board only? -—Value per month to worker? 
_m. Farm foods or products? 
(1) Pork — Value per year to worker? 
(2) Beef Value per year to worker? _ 
(3) Milk Value per year to worker? _ 
(4) Other Value per year to worker? 
_n. Other ---Value per year to worker? 
_o. Other Value per year to worker? 
7, With each paycheck, did you show a listing of extras and their estimated cash 
value? (check) 
a, yes 
b, no 
8, If housing is provided, where 
a. House in country less 
b. House in country more 
c. House in town 
is it located? (check) 
than 5 miles from operator's farm 
than 5 miles from operator's farm 
General Questions 
A. Farm labor problems 
1, Has the securing and keeping full-time hired men with desired skills affected 
your farm operation during the last 5 years? (check) 
a. yes 
b. no-skip question 2, 
2. What type of changes, if any, have been made because of this? (check) 
a. Decreased size of operetic?r. 
b. Increased level of mechanization 
c. Shifted to enterprises requiring less labor 
d. Other 
3. Thinking of your experience with the regular hired workers you employed in 1968, 
what problems, if any, did you have in keeping full-time workers? (check) 
a. No problems 
b. Competition of factories and the other non-farm employers 
c. Competition of other farm operators 
d. Health 
e. Age or retirement 
f. Other 
4. What problems, if any, do you anticipate in keeping your present full-time 
hired men between now and 1975? (check) 
a. None-s kip question 5 
b. Competition of factories and the other non-farm employers 
c. Competition of other farm operators 
d. Health 
e. Age or retirement 
f. Other 
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5. How do you plan to handle these problems? (check) 
a. Try to obtain a replacement 
b. Increase wages or salary 
c. Increase extras 
d. Cut down on size of operation 
e. Discontinue farming 
f. Other 
B. Background of operator 
1. How old were you on your last birthday? 
2. What was the highest grade in school which you completed? 
3. Type of agricultural education? (check) 
a. None 
b. Vocational agri. (high school) 
c. College-agri. 
d. Veteran's training-agri. 
4. During the last five years (or since leaving school) have you attended or 
participated in any farm management courses? (check) 
a. no 
b. yes — If yes, what were these courses? 
(1) Adult farm groups 
(2) Short courses 
(3) Extension record keeping groups 
(4) Iowa Farm Business Association 
(5) Other ______________________ 
5- Years of operating or managing a farm? 
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APPENDIX C 
Interview Schedule of Farm Employee 
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Interviewer's Name Budget Bureau No 40-S690I5 
Date Approve 1 Expires May 31. 1969 
HIRED LABORER'S VIEW CP SOCIO­
ECONOMIC CONDITIONS ON IOWA 
HOG FARMS 
Iowa Agricultural Experiment Station 
in Cooperation with 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Economics Research Service 
Farm Production Economics Division 
Name of Employee Code No. 
Address Skill Code 
"Information you give me will be kept confidential and will be used only 
in combination with information received from other workers in this area 
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A. Ba ckground 
1. Are you married? (check) 
a. yes 
b. no 
2. Residence until age 18? (check) 
_a. Rura1 
_b. Urban-less than 10,000 population 
_c. Urban-more than 10,000 population 
3. Has your father spent most of his life working on a farm? (check) 
_a. yes 
_b. No-skip to question 5 
4. Has your father been a farm owner, renter, manager, or farm worker most 
of his life? (check) 
_a. Owner 
_b. Owner-renter 
_c. Renter 
_d. Manager 
_e. Hired laborer 
__f. None of the above 
5. How old were you on your last birthday? 
6. What is the highest grade in school which you completed? __________ 
7. Type of agricultural education? (check) 
__a. None 
b. Vocational-agri, (high school) 
_c, College-agri. 
__d. Veteran's Training-agri. 
8. In the last five yssrs (or cizcz leaving acliool) have you attend or 
participated in any farm management courses? (check) 
a, no 
b, yes — If yes, what were these courses? 
(1) Adult farm groups 
(2) Short courses 
(3) Extension record keeping groups 
(4) Iowa Farm Business Association 
(5) Other 
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9. Type of farm and non-farm experience and how many years of each during 
the last 10 years? (check and fill in) 
Type (position) Years 
a. Operator (owner) _______ 
b. Operator (renter) 
c. Herdsman 
d. Full-time hired man ______ 
e. Day worker 
f. Occasional _____ 
g. Other 
h. Military 
t. Factory 
i. Other __________________ 
k. Other 
10, Did you look for a regular full-time non-farm job during 1968? (check) 
a. yes 
b. no 
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il. Are there any specific reasons why you did farm work rather than non-farm 
work in 1968? (check) 
a. Health 
b. Could not find a job 
c. Personal preferences for farm work 
d. More steady employment 
e. Other 
I" the future, do you plan to work in a different position on a farm 
operation? (check) 
a. yes--What position? 
b. No--samP position 
c. No--noniarm work 
B. Working conditions (employee's opinion about work done in 1968) 
1. How much supervision were you given? (check) 
a. Operator never checked on work 
b. Operator reldor? checked on work 
c. Operator usually checked after jobs were finished 
d. Operator checked on you while doing jobs 
e« Operator worked with you all day 
2. How much responsibility were you given in your work? (check) 
a. None 
b. Little 
c. Some 
d. Much 
e. All 
3. Were you given sufficient training before jobs were turned over to you? (check) 
a. Never 
b. Se Id om 
c. Sometimes 
d. Usually 
e. Always 
4. Were you clearly instructed about the specific work expected to be done? (check) 
a. Never 
b. Seldom 
c. Sometimes 
d. Usually 
e. Always 
5. Were your preferences considered when operator assigned jobs? (check) 
a. Never 
b. Seldom 
c. Sometimes 
d. Usually 
e. Always 
6. Was "busy work that was displeasing to you held to a minimum or eliminated? 
a. Never 
b. Seldom 
c. Sometimes 
d. Usually 
e. Always 
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' WHILE (.,,,,) 
— b. Seldom 
c. Sometimes 
d. Usually 
G. Always 
-ASONABU, (.H.CK) 
b • Seldom 
_c. Sometimes 
d. Usually 
_e. Always 
_b. Seldom 
_c. Sometimes 
_«i. Usually 
_e. Always 
C. Employer-employee relations in 1968 
1. Did the operator ask your opinion nLuuc planning or carrying out plans 
for the farm operation? (check) 
O 1»? A* * 
_a. Never 
_b. Seldom 
_c. Sometimes 
_d. Usually 
_e. Always 
2. Were you given recognition for "good" work and thanked? (check) 
a. Never 
_b. Seldom 
_c. Sometimes 
_à. Usually 
_e. Always 
"'CHER CO™AN<I«I, (CHECK) 
b. Seldom 
c. Sometimes 
d. Usually 
e. Always 
!l^a! Cef ' - p„t of the team, (check) 
b. Seldom 
.c. Sometimes 
_d. Usually 
_e. Always 
5. Did the operator encourage you to participate in community activities? (check) a. Never 
b. Seldom 
c. Sometimes 
. Usually 
2. AL'.-'O'O'O 
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6. Did you participate in community activities in 1968? (check) 
a. Never 
b. Seldom 
c. Sometimes 
d« Usually 
e. Always 
7. Were you and your family well accepted by the community last year? (check) 
a. Never 
b. Seldom 
c. Sometimes 
_d. Usually 
_e. Always 
8. Were you encouraged to attend farm organization meetings? (check) 
a. Never 
b. Seldom 
c. Sometimes 
d. Usually 
e. Always 
Pay package 
1. What type of extras are the most valuable to you--including those not received 
and those desired? (rank) 
a. Vacation with pay 
b. Holidays off 
c« Life insurance 
d. Health insurance 
e. Retirement program 
f. Sick leave with pay 
g. Housing in country less than 5 miles from operator's farm 
h. Housing in country more than 5 miles from operator's farm 
J XJ ^  m m ^  J «m J ^ 
J, Food 
_k« Other 
1, Other 
2, Did you have any outside job last year while working for the operator? (check) 
a. yes—How many weeks? __________ Hours/week? Income/week? 
b, no 
General Questions (to be asked, if married) 
1. Wife's residence until age 18? (check) 
a. Rural 
b. Urban-less than 10,000 population 
c. Urban-more than 10,000 population 
2, Wife's age? 
3. Years of formal education? 
4. Did your uife have a Job In 1968Î (check) 
a. yes-How =any .eeka, Hours/„.e« Total Income^ 
b. no 
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APPENDIX D 
Statistical Considerations of Possible Biases in the Sample 
As indicated in the chapter on procedures, the sample selection 
was not simply random. Parts of the defined population of hog producers 
in the 13 counties hiring full-time employees were enumerated. These 
included those hiring two or more employees regularly, having confinement 
finishing or automated feeding, purchasing at least 1,500 feeder pigs or 
farrowing at least 250 litters and hiring employees who worked at least 
50 percent of their time with the hog operation. Only 15 of the 107 
selected were drawn at random. 
The means of several variables are examined in Table 54. The 
"Student's" t statistic is computed for groups indicated. The vari­
ance of each group is assumed equal. Similar results were obtained when 
unequal variances were assumed. The purpose of the analysis was to explore 
what type of biases might be in the data due to the seleccion procedures. 
Considering the averages, employee age tended to be significantly 
lower (.05 level) and employee education tended to be significantly higher 
(.01 level) on farms with confinement finishing facilities or automated 
feeding. Likewise, the age of employers and farm experience of employers 
tended to be significantly less (.05 level) on these farms. 
Considering the variables averages on farms with two or more full-
time employees hired versus farms with one full-time employee, the mean 
of the total man-months of labor, man-months of full-time labor, and ratio 
of hired to family labor were all significantly greater on the two or 
Table 54, Averages and t-test values by number of full-time man-units, 
type of finish facilities, and type of sample selection, n = 98 
Number of full-time employees 
Two or 
I tern more one Value 
No. of observations 42 56 
Employee age 41.2 37. ,8 1.13 
Emoloyee education 9.45 9. 41 .09 
Monthly income 329 312 1.02 
Hourly wages 1.36 1. 27 1.32 
Value of cash extras (annually) 516 555 -.33 
Wages and cash extras (hourly) 1.54 1, .46 1.00 
Value of perquisites (annually) 1455 1364 .72 
Cash extras and perquisites (monthly) 173 165 .55 
Value of total pay package (annually) 5923 5673 .95 
Value of total pay package (hourly) 2.04 1 .93 1.20 
Tenure of interviewed employees 70.4 47. 0 1.75 
Tenure of all employees 47.3 46. 4 .09 
Rate of turnover RT(1968)2 ' .16 . 25 -.81, 
Total man months of labor 45.9 29. 7 7.35 
Man-months of part-time other family 
labor 3.39 3. 61 -.26 
Man-months of part-time operator labor 2.32 1. 09 1.93 
Man-months of part-time hired labor 2.45 1. 08 1.16 
Man-months of full-time hired labor 26.9 11. 5 12.6l' 
Man-months of full-time operator labor 9.7 11. 8 -1.48 
Man-months of operator and full-time 
other family labor 13.2 12. . 9 
Ratio of hired to family labor 2.04 1. ,13 3.52 
Distance to city 24.8 26. ,2 -.60. 
Acres operated in 1968 987 557 5.31 
Acres expected to be operated in 1975 1013 645 3.50; 
Age of operators 52.6 44. 2 4.47 
Education of operators 11.8 12, .0 -.49, 
Farm experience of operators 28.8 20, .5 4.67 
** 
** 
** 
** 
** 
** 
** 
** 
96. 
Significant at .01 level. 
*Significant at .05 level. 
Variances of each population are equal and degrees of freedom equal 
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Type of finishing facilities 
Complete 
confinement 
or automated 
feeding Other Value 
Type of selection 
Sampled Enumerated Value 
22 76 15 83 
33.9 
10.91 
328 
1.36 
617 
1.57 
1509 
183 
6088 
2.09 
51.6 
48.7 
.33 
36.4 
3.IA 
.67 
.92 
19.0 
12 .0  
13.2 
I.35 
2 6 . 0  
724 
864 
43.9 
II.6 
1 O A 
40.8 
9.00 
317 
1.29 
516 
1.47 
1,372 
164 
5,691 
1.94 
58.6 
46.2 
.18 
36.7 
3.61 
1.89 
2.31 
17.8 
10.6  
12.9 
1.56 
25.1 
746 
785 
48.9 
12.0  
25.4 
- 2 . 0 2  
3.64 
-.57 
-.79 
-.71 
-1 .00  
-.91 
1.03 
- 1 . 2 8  
- 1 . 2 6  
.43 
.23 
1.16 
U.0 
-.41 
-1 .60  
-1.73 
.51 
.85 
.19 
.65 
— .  2 0  
.21 
- . 6 0  
2 . 1 1  
.79 
2.67' 
38.5 
8 . 6 0  
303 
1 . 2 1  
380 
1.34 
1,324 
147 
5,343 
1.78 
44.0 
44.4 
.27 
27.6 
3.67 
1.57 
1.11  
10.8 
10.4 
39.4 
9.58 
322 
1.33 
567 
I.52 
1,417 
173 
5,860 
2 . 0 1  
59.4 
47.2 
.20  
38.3 
3.49 
1.63 
2.16 
19.4 
II .0  
.23 
1.53 
.83 
1.21 
1.15 
1.66  
.53 
1.23 
1.44 
1.74 
.83 
.22 
-.43 
2.95 
-.15 
.07 
.30 
** 
12.0 13.2 .75 
.93 1.62 1.87 
28.1 25 .1 -.94 
607 765 1.26 
726 817 .60 
43.8 48.5 1.69 
12.2 11.8 -.54 
20.6 24.7 1.51 
287 
more hired employee farms. Also, the average acres of land operated 
in 1968, expected acreage in 1975, age of operators, and farm experi­
ence of operators were all significantly greater (.01 level) on farms 
with two or more full-time employees. 
The means of variables by type of selection indicate that the en­
umerated parts of the sample had significantly greater total man-months 
of labor and man-months of full-time labor (.01 level) than the random 
portion. Though not significant at the .05 level of significance, the 
pay variables averaged higher for the enumerated parts of the sample as 
compared with the random segment. Rate of turnover tended to be greater 
for the sampled group. Though not included in Table 54, the five-year 
turnover rate averaged higher for the sampled group, also. Average age 
and farm experience of operators tended to be greater on the enumerated 
farms. 
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APPENDIX E 
Method of Determining Man-months of Labor 
The hours worked per year were assumed to be 2,800, This figure 
was partially based upon the finding of 57 hours worked per week of 
full-time employees in the study. 
The monthly distribution of 2,800 hours was based upon an Iowa 
study of swine production systemsLabor use records were kept by 
farmers in the study. The monthly labor figures presented in Table 55 
have been reduced proportionately to reflect the total of 2,800 hours 
assumed. 
^rede, Larry D. and Sydney C. James, Ames, Iowa. Data from study 
results. Private communications. 1969. 
Table 55. Hours per month assumed to represent one man-month of labor on 
98 eastern Iowa commercial farms 
Months 
Item Jan, Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug, Sept, Oct, Nov. Dec. 
Hours 
per 
man-
months 157 164 263 269 290 296 208 261 261 266 186 179 
